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and, community collede transfers consistently achieve lower GPA's '
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education. (LH) ‘ /

/
'

- !
:t::::tt::::at:*::::t:**t::tt::u\ptttttttht:::tt.:tttt:ttattottttttt{;t
. Reproductzons supplied- by EDRS are the best that car be made *

* from the original document. . *
e T P e R R I A L AR S L E Rt S e il s e b it bttt i

*

Q




e . o

Je 180 10!
\

-\)“ \.. \. . ,"‘~
» . "' ' . “\ ,1.._/ )

2 r - .. s .

’ Y’ .
N f . o ? ’ . '
e » g d ¢ . ‘ o, ' .
.‘! ’t Y B ‘ P ;
' ", e .
o " - % ‘ N £
‘ . . o N ' \ '
~ . } - B ‘ * ~
SN - T : \ ‘ .
-~ €\ - : . . . )
o OO - . \ Lo
S " ' e -
. . : >
7 e . ) i
e (= Three Year Comparison ‘ p )
e s . of .- ,
k- . - - - ‘
. . : , ] } - 4
.o . . Transfer and Native Student Progress .
i ' : }
e at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign .
. . -
- . ¢ pmb— \' .
: Fall, 1973 Greup . - o
L] -
' T, U3 DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
‘PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS ' EOUCATION A WELFARE s '
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY . ) NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF °
. : : . . EDUCATION .
E Fp ’ ’ . THIS DOCUMENT MAS BEEN REPRO-
R » DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
. . ¢ THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN- 5
P . L] \ ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
. . \ | !.SYATED OO0 NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
. TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES . SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
INFORMATION CENTER ‘ER'IC) AND . A EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
L. . USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM !
. 3 . .
. o by . .
. . ~ . -
j € —t— : Ernest F. Anderson o> -
. Coordinator of University-€ommunity Col lege Relations
¢ . \» : ’ _’ ,
@ » - * £ N
/ ‘ hd / s ,
j .
- /
. [ 4
[} . ¢ EY
. . : . B P
- University Office of Schoo! and Coilege Relations
. * 7 ‘ .
. e ,,‘& : . ’ Research Memorandum 77-9 ' '
. n . Unjversisty of I1lindis I R
. ’ .
August, 1977 i ,
‘ . , . &




“m
-
3
2
]
5 3
.
't
3
-

L] [ 4 - ’ .
N ° b . s \ . ‘ R .
‘ ' - \/’7
~ . ’ ’
‘ ) ‘ . . o
. . . . . \ . ‘ ] . s i . ~ > ‘ \
Three-Year Comparison oF‘Transfer and Native StudentfProgress
\ « ‘e
. - . g’ T sk ¢ 1 )
ot at the University of |1linois at Urbana-Champaignl N
, ) .. - ) .. . .
' v ) Fall, 1973 Group . ) .
oo . hd - 4 . [
. : ‘ . . N
{ Purpose’| ca, ' - Lo ' '
s ‘ The purpose of this study s to compare the academlc progress of two-year /

colkege tramsfers, four year qpllege transfers, and continuous JUHIOF (nattves)*
1 ) at the University of ll]ln015 at Urbana-Champaign as measured by mean grade

point average (G.P.A.),'academnc status, and continued enrollment (retention)
-, . .

~

» A .
. through the three years following transfer. A secondary purppse is to compare.
. .

the _performance for each growp after transfer with performance before transfer -

. on the basughof méan grade pOInt average In addition, two-year college trans-‘»,,

, . -
Lt ‘fers, four-yéar. col]ege transfers, and contlnuous Junlors are compared in™12 . hd

subject matfér areas on the basis of mean. grade point average durlng the three

academic years covered by this study. * o .

' . . s ‘ i - *

L r‘ethod - E ’ o0 '
- Three groups oﬁ/students are lncluded in this study TWo-year college " .

transfers |nclude all of the new and, readmitted students to the University -

of 11linois at Urbana Champalgn for the 1973 fall term who had completéd 12

or more semester credit hours before transfer and whose'Tnstltutlon of last \
attendance was a, communlty or Junior college. ‘hfhe twotx\ar college transfers‘

are predomlnantly from the publlc tommunity colleges and wuyi be referred to

as the commupity c®llege group. Feur-year college transfers include all new

T and‘beadmltted transfer students who had completed 12 or more semester equ:vaA- .

g}% lent hours of transfer credit and whose :nstltutronlof last.attendance before

[

‘transfer was a four-year college. or university. The native students Jnclude .

all 1973 fall term continuing juniors-who entered as beginning freshmen at the

. Uhiversity of i11inois at Urbana-Chdmpaign and had successfully completed more
- -
than 60 and dess than 90 semester hours of college credit while in continuous
- .. ~ . ) A ',.
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X
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“enrollment at thg quversiig of t1linois at Urbana-Champaign. The two-year

collége and four-year tollege transfer groups inglude students with less than ~
60 semester hours of callege credit and may include a few students with more
than 90 semester ‘credit hours. The groups |nclude 817 commun ity and Junlor
college transfers, 1,136 -four-year colfege transfers, and 3,542 continuous
junibrs (natives) which was the total pyjpulation of students in each of the
three groups for the 1973 fall semester.

This study dods not attempt to account for differences in academic perfor-
marfce related to variance in pre-édmission academic, and nenacademic variables
among the three groups of ssudents studied. Th a stbdy of achievement by trans-

fer and native students at ®he Urbana-Champaign campus’, Wermerél found

", .that junior college transfer students rank lower

than four-year transfer students and natives on ACT,
HSPR, and SES. Junior college transfer stugents also
scored lower than the four-year groups on standard
scores achieved on the CLEP Geheral Examinations, the
common criteria of achievement. Differences between
natives and four-year transfers on ACT, HSPR"‘EES, and

CLEP scores were not as clfar.' p

"Differences on mean CLEP scores among the ‘grqups
diminished when the control variables were appliéd
in the analys;? of covariance technique. .... The
results of this study seem to indjcate that, generally,
students who completed lower division requirements in
junior colleges, and then transferred to the University
of 111inois progressed academicdlly during‘the first °
two years of collgge at a pace eguivalent to students
,who completed lower division equirements in four- year
institutions. [Note: .ACT (Bmerican College Test);
HSPR (High School Percentile Rank); SES (Socioeconomic,
Status); CLER"(College Level Examination Program)]
- N ‘V . 4 ,
g 4
. ’ 4 -
' *Doﬂnld J. Wermers, Summary of “Achuevement by Junaor College Transfer,
Faur-Year College Transfer and Native Juniors as\Measured by the CLEP General
Exdaminations.' University Office of School and College Relations, University

‘ of 411inois at Urbana- Champacgn Research Memorandum 72-5, March, 1972.
M . ~ .




Limitations ' '

+

t Since differences in characteristics of the students transferrlng from

each of the three types: of college, are not accounted for _in this study, it
is lnadeQuate to serve as a basis for |nferences concernlng the independent - ]f
effects of type_of institutPon attended on academnc achjevement and successv .

after transfer. Neither do the controls justify inferences about the indepen-

@

dent effect of a specnflc community or Junlor college bor four year college on
the academic performange of transfers from the institution. The study snmply

N reports the academhc progress “and success of the three groups without account- .

P “ing fom‘the source of any varlance which oczurs among the groups. .
~ . ’ N . ’ \
: First Semester Success -&’ {0 N

‘ [4

Tabljel presents a summhary of transfer and native student progress for N
mester pernod from fall, 1973 through sprlng, 1976 |nclud|ng summer, Q\\ ..
. 1976 g?éduates "The communlty college group of 817 transfers. entered in the ! 8
fall of 1973 with a pre-transfer grédelpOInt average of 4.09 (B=4.0). The

eommunity collegé group achieved a 3.58 mean-first term G.P.A. which is .51 N

the six-

less than these same students achieved before entering the university. This

drop in G P.A. is sn%nlar to prévious years: a .39 decrease for the 1972 = *
\ v ‘
junior college group,} a .42 decrease for the 1971 junior college group;” a: | \ '

.39 decrease in 1970/1+ and a .37 d(bp in 1969. ? A, total of 1,136 four-year .

‘ ' ) 2
5'————______—' / ' - . c J ..
2Ernest E. Anderson, "Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Progress R
at the University of t1linois at Urbana- Champaié% " 1972-73 Academic Year,; o
3 -~ - University 0ffice of School and College Relations, Univers.ity of lllln0|s at
] hE Urbama- Champatgn Research Memorandum 75-14, December 1975.

‘ 3Ernest F. Anderson, ''Comparison of Transfer.and Nazlve Studeﬁt Progress

o at fhe»UnlverS|ty of Illinois et Urbana-Champaign,' 1971-72 Academic Year,
Unlver5|ty Office of School and College Relatjons, University of lllunOIs at - -\
Urbana-Champaign, Research Memorandum 74-9, June, 1974, .

. uErnest.F. Anderson. ""Compatison of Transfer and Native Student Progress
. at the University of lllinois at Urbana- Champaign,'' .1970-71 Academic Year, ,
; University Office of School and College Relations, University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign, Researph Memorandum 72-2, January, V972.- .

g'i R

v

}; v 5Ernest F. Anderson, ''Summary of Transfef Studert Progress at the Univer-
$ity of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign,' Fall 1967 and 1969 Transfers, University
0ffice of School and College Relations, Unjveysity of Illinois at Urbana—
Champaign, Research Memorandum 70-24, Dece e{, 1970. \
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¥ TABLE 1 1 ‘ '
’ P! Suﬁmary of Transfer and Nathe Student Progress .
University of Il}inois at‘Urbaqa-Chqmpaign
- ) Fall. 1973 Group,
’ ; : ' s ‘ wTwo.—Year“ ‘Fo,ur-Year Continuous
X 9me§f€r- : o Colleges - Cplleges Juniors
) . L, (3) VW
Fa”, ]9.73 ‘ﬂ. : ) ."' I' ).
Number of Transfers 817 1,136 3,542
Mean #Transfer G.P.A.™s L.09 3.99 k.05
Mean First: Term G.P.A. \ 3.58 3286 - . 4,02
Change in Mean.G.P.A. .51 -.13 - +=,03
Staéhs:‘ : . ”L ¢ . A i
) Grgduated 0 (0%) Y3 o of
, Clear 608 (75%) 949 (84%) 3,357 (92%)
Probation 147 (18%) 107 (10%) W63 (42)
Dropped 27 (3%) 27 (2%) < 61  (2%)
?Withdrew . 35 (4%) 50 (L4%) 59 (2%)
ZRetention Ratio . 755 L92. l,OSé .93~ 3,422 .97
§Er|ng, 1974 _ o . )
Number Re-enrolled - 724 8 996 .88 3,34 95
Mean Transfer G.P.A. L L. o1 4,08
Mean Second Term G.P.A, (. . 3.73 4.00 b.v3
Change in Mean G.P.A. - -.01 .05
‘Increase over lIst Term ' .15 , b A
. ) < .
.. Status: . \ , §
. "Graduated® b (1) Vo (4%) ‘233 (7%) -
Clear ~ 557 (77%) -t 8Lk (85%) 2,928 (87%) °
', . Probatiop 95 (13%2). 61 (6%) . 127 (k%) -
D#opped” Jb6 o (6%) 0 N« 23 (33) ho (1%)
Wi'thdrew 22 (3%) 21. %(2%) P 46~ (1%)
, . R - o /o r .
Retention Ratio , . 656 .80 - 949" * .84 3,288, .93
(- :
\ , -G;\ | ‘ o . .o
.+ %Less than one f cent. L
o e | . . ,

=”Reteﬁt|on Ratlo'
graduated or comp

L]

This pr0port|on of the total Fall 1973 group which has been

leted the term on clear or probatconary status.

.) ' \7)

“.
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**Retention Ratio:
ljraduated or completed the term on ¢lear or probationary status.

»>

This proporthg of the total Fall 1973 group which has been

: >
TABLE | (Cont.) Co
. . " , 3 =
e Summary of Transfer and Native Student Progress - -
University of |1lipois at Urbana- Champalgn
o ' i Fall 1973 Group
\ o - , ?
‘' . . .
v v ‘ ) Two-Year Four-Year Cont inwous
“-Semester’ Y Colleges Colleges - Juniors
- A _B) (%)
fFall, [1974 Z . , .. . . /
Number Re=enrolled 616§ .75 .,  B8s4 .75 2,920 . .82
Mean Transfer G.P.A., # L6~ ., L, OS 4.1
Mean THird Term G:P.A. 3.83 ~ .03 L.z
Change from mean G,P.A. -.33 -.02 +.06
Increase onr 2nd Term #+,10 +.03 +. 04
Status: ' - ~ . . e
' “Graduated (2%, 50 (6%) 366 (12%)
Clear. P+ 519 (843) 725 .(85%) 2,618 (83%)
Probation . 51 (8%) ‘%l; (6%) 93  (3%)
Dropped ' 22 (42) (%) 19 (1%)
Withdrew - . 13 (2%) (2%) 24 (1%)
. - : . ‘ I8
Retention Ratio 585  (.72) 873 (.77) “3,110  (.88)
Spring, 1975 < - ‘
Number Re-entolled 542 -66 745 66 2,367 67
Mean Transfer G.P. A Loz 4,03 413
Mean Fourth Term G. 3.96 . h,12 419
Change from mean G. P A . - =21 +.09 +,06
g Increase over 3rd Term +.16 ¢ +.09, g +.02
Status
Graduated . - 295 .(54%) 377 (52%) i ,992_ (84%)
Clear . 213 (39%) 346 (L46%) 346° (15%) |
Probation } 26 (5%) N6, - (2%) 19 (l%)
Dropped ° 2 (1%) : .3 % 3 A%
. Withdrew .- 6 (12) 30 Ew T 7 %
. - \\ .
Retention Ratio P 549, .67 833 .73 2,956 ¥.83
\ R .
-~ ’ . \ ) ’
“*Less than one percent.’” S . ‘




j
TABLE | (Cont.)

»

Summary of Transfer and Native Student Progress
Unaver5|ty of Illinois at Urbana- Champaagn

, Fall l§73 Group

Semésrer. !

()

Fall, 1975 ° i
N“pber of Transfers
Mean Transfer GPA
Mean Fifth Term GPA
Change in MeadA &PA
Increase Over 4th Term

.Status:
Graduatad

\\\‘Clear
Rrobation
Dropped ~
WYthdrew

Rétention Ratio

Spring, 1976
Number 'of Trapsfers
Mean Transfer GPA |
" Mean 6th Term GPA
Change in Mean GPA ’
Increase -Over 5th Term

Status:
Graduateq
Clear
Probation -
Dropbed
Withdrew

Retention Ratio

*Less than one percent.

**Retention Ratio:

Two-Year
Cotleges

(2)

\

9 34%
132 49%
32 ,12%
9 .3%
5 2%

L

565 .69

’

A}

Four-Year
Colleges

(3) ‘

353 - .31
3.98

.03
=11

-—

or completed the term on clear or probationary status.

{

Continuous
Juniors

(4)

PR S S —

-

'h#l 12

1383

"3.87

.ok
-.32°

49%
A%
5%
2%
3%

This probortioh of the total Fall 1973 group which has been graduated




; TABYE.| (Comt,) . | . . X -
. . [ )
- Summary of Transférfand'Native'Student'Progresé ’ -
T . ' -University of Il1linois at Urbana=Champaign. ' -
: Fall 1973 Group, : &
- . ‘ . "/r , : e PR
— = —
.. . " Two-Year ' _Four-Year ‘ &C§ntinuou§
Semestér ! -Colleges - ~ Colleges 7 u?i?rs ’
m N (2) © (3) ' 4 .
-
N - . . . N
Summary . . . . . 4 )
( f\g' th Semesterd . . ; 7
J(End of | 2; 34 '/ﬂ ‘ é/ J
Graduated: . 485 59% 698 62% 2,928 83%

) Clear -5k 7% 78 - 7% 63 2% A
‘- Probatfon 9. 1% . 6 1% 0 5 Foo
Dropp _ 74 9% 51 4% 140 L3

v - Withdrew - + 57 7% " 80 7% 154 43 -
i Left on Clear . 10l 12% 185+ 16% NA  NAT
_teft on Probagion | - 37 5% . 38 3% NA NA
« “Total , ‘. 817 1003 1,136  100% 3,542 93% )
* A \ : [ M *
‘ Retention Ratio = b 548 67 » 782 .69 2,996 - .85 ~
i " Rt ° ‘ '. ) ) _ :
. /} ,
H ‘ ' s
» 1
3 : ¢\“ .D ) ~
w Y .
> / A,
.o ' . v
! r
4 v."'( ' \d .

. . . | |
*Less than one percent. S , -

hd ‘ l Al .
« “*Retention-Ratio: This proportion of thé total Fall 1973 group which has been
graduated or completed the term om clear or probationary status. .
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college transfers entered with'a pre-trdnsfer. grade point average of },99,
and-this group achieved a mean flrst term grade point average of 3.86. The 3

3,582 continuous . JPnIOFS had accUmulated a lower division average G.P.A. ‘of

4, 05 and “achieved a 4.02 grade ponnt average dur|ng the first term of the .
Junlor year, which is hlgher than ‘the other two groups and slightly-higher f
than the G.P«&. achieved by natlve juniors |n prevnouz years . )

Contnnuous juniors achieved a lower G. P A. (L. 02) while fourryear transfers

fell sl|ghtly to 3.86 and communnty college transferSve1per|enced the greatest
decrease of all from 4.09 to 3. 58. As demonstrated by previous stddies, this
drop |n~mean G.P.A. for communaty coldege transfers h;s pccurred repeatedly K
over the past several years. A[though an analysis:of the factors influehcing

this drop is not readi}y available, it is clear that community college transfer

\\

. . »

~studemts conStstently suffervthis ddcrease in mean G.P.A. or experiénce what q
some have 'labelled '@_ansfer shqck.™ The_''transfer shock” is illustrated in ) d

Flgdre 1 which demonstrates grapplcaliy thd differential- achievement of the

groups over\tne SNx semesters studied. e |

At the end of the first term, the nat|ve funlors had the highest propor- -
¢ D

tion of students on clear' ?tatus (92%), followed by the four-year college

transfers th%), vith the communlty cotlege group having the lowest proportion
: /7 '

(75%) in thiis states. The community college group had the highest percentage \
of students,on probatlon (18%) while 10 percent uf the four-year transfers .

and Lk percent-of the cantinpous Junlors were ORn probatlon at ‘the end of the =

=%§flr5t cerm Although a very small percentage of &l groups wa$- dropped for

E

academlc ‘reasons, the commdnity college group shows the hTghest proportlon of

-these students (3%) while both four-year and native groyps show about 2 percent ‘ "
dropped. , This is similar tb fhe pattern found for the fall, 1972 groups. 6 {
Among students(;no offlclaf%y wuthdrew dur|ng the semester, gthe communlty col-~ ‘

Ylege and four- year transfers Rad an equal percentage (4%) while 2 percent of ;“
the continuous juniors-withdrew. At the end’ of the 1973 fall semester 92

percent pf the community college transfers, 9l~percent of ‘the four- year college
. ¥* '
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6Anderson{ gpkcit., December, 1975.
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. ‘ransfer-s, and -97 percent of the contlnuous Junlors had enther graduated -

. were on clear xstatus, or were on probatlonary status ‘and Fluglble to re-enrol’l

~ . for the second semester (see Flgure 2) These retention Tratios are snmllar

RO + to-the rattosmfféa—at—the—end of the first semester for the l972 1 l97l T
: and l9709 groups. - - -, ) .

.

3 . . These data demonstrate that even /ho h the communi ty college group achleved

»a .28 lower first terd grade point verage\ fouf- year college groups

they were sl |ght~ly more permstent(dzl’fmg' emester than “the four-year

college group whén evaluated in terms o tHe'total p oport|on of _shudents who

a¢tually re- enrc{lled .on cl\ear or probatlonary status for the second semester

Eighty-nine percent (7-2# of the original populatlon ‘of the commdnuty college
.group re- enrolled while 88 pchent (996) of the four year transfersl and 95

L4 T

percent {3,33%4) of the~nat|ve$ returned for tlﬁ second semester. . -

V4 ‘s . . [

s

. © Second Semester Progress T, . . .

]

. The mean G.P.A.: and academtc status of comrnunlty college 'trar'ers, four- -

N year col Tege transfers and nagtve Junlors”who returr{ed for the spr|ng seMester
< ’ are;dvown in .Table I. . The mean transfer,G P.A.'s for 'the students who re-enrolled
was calculated for each group and. was ,slnghtlx hlgher ( 03 to .l’.)Sl than the mean

R N

for the or|g|nal‘ 1973 fall groups.. < This algost exactly duplicates the pattern
observed in the 1972 a}d 1971 fall- grou_ips v ) ., L d .
"w " The d|fferences between the pre- trar‘fer or lower division gtrade point . |

average and the seCond semester grade point average for, t.he groups was -.hl -

.

for -the communlty col]lege t(ansfers, -.01 for the four- year college transfers,
~and +, 05 for the native gunnors In comparlng the first and sec\« term mean '
e FP A.'s, the community college, group |ncreased the - man second term'G.P. A. | . ..&'
‘by 15, the’ fou: year group- by .lVl and the natlve Jem,uﬁ’rs mcreased by, . . - .

{‘:(E _ N ’ - - M .

tra - - Tibid, A R
-, 8 . SR " 3 ) »
. * “Anderson:, op.cit., Jung)) 1974. Y e . .
N L 9Andérson, op.cit., January, 1972. ' . ‘. ! - T
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N QQe,*??Bthesis to explain the increase in G.P.A. is that those students réturn-

ing fot the second semester were higher achievérs than the total group present
for the fall. Table 2 shows the mean transfer G.P. A. 's of students who did

not }eturn ‘lt is clear that nhe students who dropped in the second semester
transferred Wlth -mean G P.A.'s _below the total group mean transfer G.P.A. (. b2

»

] » Jower for the two year transfers and .43 lower for the four- year transfers)
. The students who left on probatlon wére also beldow the total group's mean trans;
. fer G P, A HoweVer, the attual difference between the mean pre-transfer G.P.A.\
. of all transfers and the ''"leavers't in #ﬁé second semester was small (.16 for
» community college .14 for four-year transfersl and the stight difference in. .
! *»  mean trans r G P:A. between the f«rst and’second semesters (.02 to .05 lndlcates
‘ this hypothe?ts is probably not Suffuclent to fully explain the increase in
G.P.A. Another pOSSlblllty whlch might explaln tHe increase in G.P.A. in the
- . community college groyp is “transfer shock,' which they experience the first
,4 senester after transfer.: As was stated earliet, in comparing the first and
o, “ . k‘ijcond terﬁ mean G.P.A.'s the community college‘group'lncr led the mean G.P.Ae
.15; thexfour4year cGllege group mean G.PLA. increase'd\(:‘as 14; and the native:

mean G‘?;A increased i from thb first semester to the second ltlappears
I [N
then, that both two- year and fouz-year Kgansfer students experience ''transfer .

- * shock" as both achueve lower first term A.7s than native students and both
, - groups lncreaQe these G.P. A ‘s b& almost- the same’ amount during the second '
““semester. f In the study of ‘the #all 1972 groups,,ut was stated that ''four- year

10

" ~transfer students do mot suffer transfer shock." It would appear'ﬁn thIS‘

study that four year transfgr students did suffer ”transfer shock,!' altnough

this effect is not as great. on four-year transfers as it is on gammunity’college

‘transfers. These data ‘demonstfate that even though the cofunity cleege'group/?

"" récovered some of the drop in hean G.P.A. during the secoidysemester’ they did

! _‘;_‘ - ' ) .‘.- P . J\ ‘ '
! 10 ot : . '
., Anderson, Ernest F., 'Comparison of Transfer and Natlve Student Progress R

at the Unlvers:ty of. lllnnous at, Urbana-Champaign,' Fall/(l§72 Group, Uniwversity.
" Off.ice of School and College ?alatlons Unlverslty of Ill:nons at Urbhna-Champaign,

Research Memorandum 75 lk ‘Dedember,’ l975 ‘ . .’ ) .ot
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TABLE 2 ' ’

Pre-Transfer GPA of Lransfer Studenfg‘Leaving the University
by Type of Institutiion of Last Attendance
-University of IFlinois at Urbana-Champaign
Fall 1973 Groups

——— ‘ﬁ...‘ ‘ ' 4
¢ ‘ | ‘

. . T . Iwo-Year Transfers Four-Year Transfers.
+ Semester § Academic Status ’ No. Pre Trans. GPA: No. Pre-Trans. GPA

a - . - : (2) (3) - *) . (5)
Fi?stLSémester ) E . ’ //

Withdrew (Ist Semester) . 35 3788 - 50 .. =T
Oropped (kst Semester 27 3.6 . 27 3.51
Left on Probation “$After Ist Sem.) o 3.8 15 . 382

Left on Clear (After Ist Sem.) . 24 5.077 . _b7.4 3.98

Total . _ o 139 -
Mean Transfer GPA for N
all Transfers g7 - k4. 1,136

: - \ ) . §
"Second Semester A I .

Withdrew (2nd Semester) 22 . - - 21
Dropped (2nd Semester) L6 . 29
Left on Probation (After 2nd Sem.) 13 .05 13
'Left on Clear (After 2nd Sem.) 47 .15 63

' Total .

Mean#Transfer GPA for
all Transfers

Third Semester

Withdrew (3rd Serfester)
Dropped (3rd SemeSter)
‘Left ogmProbation (After
Left o'WClear (After 2nd

Total . Ex

Mean. Transfer GPA.for
all.Transfers
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_ TABLE 2 (Cont,) o p P
\
" Pre- Transfer GPA of Transfer Students Leaving the Unlvers‘ty 7
- "% by-Type of. Instltutlon of Last Attendance .
) University Of I1ltnois at-Urbana- Champalgn - .
Fall 1973 Groups ) '
. N

Two-Year Transfers,

Y -
Four-Year Transfers

:.Semester & Academic Statu's No. Pre*Trans. GPA* ' No. Pre-Trans. GPA
(1) . @) @) ) . (5)
Fourth 'Semesf&k_
Withdrew (hth}Sem-ésférf: 6 L. 3.92 3. - ks
Bropped (4th Sem&&ter) 2 3.45 3 - 3.50
Left on Probation (A’Fter‘ LrmpSem.) 1" 3.76 1 ' 3.00
Left on Cj;ar (After hth* Sem? ‘b 1 L.k .fﬂ . bk.obh -,
“total . . 16 3.95 36 - 3.98 ~
o ' N L4 . .
Mean "f'ansfer GPA for \\-. LT
P ald Transfers - 542 ~ 417 745 L.03, -
Fifth Semester . ! - ‘x ) .
, Withdrew (5¢h Semester) ;‘{ L.o07 =~ g 3.68 .
Dropped (5th Semester) _ s 3.44 7 3.66 )
+‘Left on Probatidn (After 5th Sem.) 5 . 4.15 2 3.58 -
Left on Clear (After S\th.Sem.) _6 4,21 9 3.80
Total. . - 25 3.89 23 3.71
) Mean Transfer GPA for, L \ ) N N
» all Transfers ‘ _ 269 4.03 353 3,..98¢
/ “ . .
Sith Semester e .o
(\glthdrew (6th* Semester) 2 3.87. i 3.68.
ropped (6th Semester) = 8 3.82 3 3.95
‘Left .on Probation (After 6th Sem.) NA . NA NA _NA
Left on Clear\(After 6th’ Sem ) _NA NA _NA NA
. Totgl . s 10 3.83 7 - 3.80 .
Mean Transfer 'GRA for . ‘ ) ’ ‘ i
. 2ll Transfers —_ 172 408 % 253 -+ 4.01
‘ - .
'7 ./ T -
A * 1 . .
¥ ’ > .
, \ ) /
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\ “" ] not achieve a mean second semester G P A. equivalent to their 'pre transfer . .-['.
<, G P.A., nor did they form academlcally dur|ng the first year aftecotrans- |
S ﬂer at @ level equtva!t to the four year college transfer's or. natlve juniors”
e i The communtty college group dld 'mcre'ase theﬂf second semester G P.A. by about

i 15 but cthls “recovery" was nbt, even one* th|rd of,. the dufference between the
i ,\ e mean transfer G.P.A. and the flrst Semester G P.A. Y "u ' y i

. ’ Sorge of t}he "'recovery ‘ in the»ﬁylwnlty cellege group G P A. may be ac\-

' cOunted for by. the &57 students who were dropped or left pn, clear or probationary -
Status wt the end “of ‘the flr.st seme)ster or offlmally withdrew durung the second.
N .' '.jserne‘ster Ana-lysns of Lhe f1 rs\ semestpr perfdrmance of these 87 students (see

. J’ab‘le’ 3) shows that, they achleved a 4.P. A of’ 2 79 wh~|ch ‘is T.30 below the 4.09 -
e e average for the tota} group ,~A sln;nl’ar analysls ( ee Table 3) for the four year
colfege students who de no‘t return or "wit dnew durlng the second semester shows
.that” they acmeved a\mea G.P. A. of‘a 05 whnck .94 below the average for the i
total' four ye# group ThQSe analy‘ses suggest the hyp?thes;s that some of the
“troansf'er shocli 3P fnrst" sehest‘er drop m‘ P:A. *ollqued by, & recovery durlngg
the sec‘orxd Semester by fh.e ‘cont:nunng tWo and' four year college group, may be
) expl,gined by’ the absente of ‘the "leavers" 9~L06«) many qf whom were be low avér}ge
se . ; achlevers ‘durcng the second semesten. (28%° fe‘r communlty collegé transfers and
) -"20% for four-year transfers) and .xncre%es agaun in the thxrd semester (34%°
" Q “for the commﬁmty\t:ollege transfers and 27% for the four- year: ‘transfers), T is .
o N t'rend the efféct o" t,.he ab“sence -of Y‘leave.rs l‘ holds true for all semestersg .
\ " except the flfth \he.n the. l’neén G P A ‘smdecrea}ed “for all three groups. J .
S R /‘ The ‘three groups‘a}so dnffered in acaden‘flc status (see Table l) and retgn-

'tion ratlo (see Fn‘gure 23 at th’e end, of two semest;rs Tﬁe natives (.93), the

\ . .
. four year college group (8hl and the communuty collegé group (.80) rank in
«"'_“ﬁ' - " . descend‘lng order in nhe probort‘l‘on of the fa’ll 1973 group wh,uch ither graduated
o or contlinyed on'clear br probatnOnary status Bt the End»‘of the secor\d sernester

te | . , e

The community college group had 13 percent on' Pa’gﬁﬁtlon W/le the four-

year colle‘ge group Had 6 percent. and the natlves L percent on probatlon A

‘ . - . ;
. ~ . S .
, oo ; o [ e
. " T : , oL, . P
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Last Semester Achievement by Transfer Studen;s Leavnng the University

TABJE 3~ .

ot

By Type of Institution of Last Attendance
Unlver5|ty of Tllineis, at Urbana- Champangn

Fall 1973 Group o

< )
3 Ed

L4

Semester ‘and Agademzc Status

- (l

First §eﬁester é\

- gl ¥ SR N

- Withdrew (lst Semester)
Dropped {1st Semester)

- Left on Probation (After
Left on Clear (After Ist

To;al

all Transfers
1

Second Semester

Wathdrew (2nd Semester)
Dropped” (2nd Semesterﬁ.
“Left on Probation (After
Left on Clear (After 2nd

Total uA/ !

Mean 'Transfer GPA for
‘ all Transfers™

4
‘e

Third Semester

Withdrew (3rd Se&es;er)
Dropped (3rd Semester)

Left on Probation (After

Left on Clear (After 3rd

Total

Mean Transfer GPA fer
all Transfers

.

- Mean Transfer GPA fof

—

Two-Year .Transfers

<
”

"four-Year Transfers /.

No. . Last GPA

\ (2) (3)°
35 ‘o -
.27 LT
Ist %em.) <14 2033
Sem.) 24 - 3.50
- 100 2510
S L ‘
oL, 81/ 4,09
. . - “"/
.22 3.62
, 46 2.31
2nd Sem.) 13 2.75
Sem.), A7 3.88
. 123 34
- 724 - b
T
13 3.39
.22 " 2.09
3rd Sem.) 13 2. 74 *
Sem. 32 3.81
80 3.09
l.
616 4 16
l_‘n +
-\LL ¥

3

NqQ. “Last GRA . ..
(L) (5) ST
50 --
27 1 .45
15 , 2149
W7 3.98
139 .« 2.69
g P f
1,136 . © .3.99
21 3.46 T
29 2.1
13 2.80 -
63 L4.07
126 '3.39
, 996 Lot *
\
15 3.66
10, 2.35
8 . 2.70,
55 ©3.79 L«
88 3.50
-85k 4 A.05
. i< ]
-1 !

‘b.’
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TABLE 3 (Cont.)
' . ’ € ~ - N T ) . .\
. < Last Semeste'r Achievement by Transfer Students Leaving the University
o / o . By.Type of Institution of Last Attendance
R University of Ililinois at Urbana-Champajgn
. - Fall 1973 Group. S
N . R ) 4 -
- — = e'L | N . —
] v N 4 R

. : B
- - . . -

- Two-Year Transfers Four-Year Trans¥ers

“Semester and Ac‘:ademi.c Status No." Last-GPA- , ,  No,\ Last GPA’
. L m . . 2) - _ () (&) .- (5)
l\ K * - . '&lf ﬁ.
Fourth Semester: p \ -’
Withdrew (4th Semester:) ' ., ] - B 3.69 cor 03 3.85
Dropped. (4th Semester) . ' 2 2.91° -3 2.59
Left on Probation. (After Lth Sem.) I 3.0, 7, ] 3.54
o, Leftoon Clear (After ‘otl')_ Sem.ﬁ ' -1 . 4.02 29 410
. ) * .
7 Toral , 16 3.70 36 3:94
" - Mean Transfer GPA for -, N
all Transfers 542 417 754 4,03
Fifth qemester - . '
_Withdrew (5th Semester) ‘ <. 5 3.56% : 5 3.51 °
! Dropped (5th Semester) ; 9 1.98 . 7 2.05
Left on Probation (After 5th Sem. 5 2.71 2 2.35
. Left.on Clear {After 5th Sem.) _6 3.82 9 4. 46
Total ‘/ 25  2.88% - .23 3.34
t . ! ~ ] * -
“ * Mean Transfer GPA for e B
0 . all Transfers / 269 L.03 353 3.98
Sixth Semester . , .
x- 7, . . -
! : ‘Withdrew (6th.Semester) - ° ‘2 L. 4L . L 2.69
-~ " Dropped (6th Semester) 8 2.78 3 £2.12
. e Left on Probation (After 6th ?em.) NA NA NA___ - NA
Left on Clear (After 6tR Sem. NA NA (NA NA
. . ) —_ — ) e
3 ! P '.' .
Jotal™ i0 3.010% 7 2.45
’.g o .
.,' Meap Transfer GPA for - . -
: all Transfers ' 172’ 4.08 253 “1:.01
. “This average includes one student who withdrew without a last achievement GPA. ™
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Thlgz Semester Progress

| a8
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total of 9 percent of the communlty college transfers 5 percent ‘of the four-

year college “transfers and 2 percent of the natlyes were dropped or withdrew %

during the second semester.’ These actlonﬁ, comblned wnth‘flrst semester gradua-

tion, resulted in a retention ratio of 80 for the community college group,

:84 for the four-year. college group, and .93 for the natives one year after

. transfer.

Theréubsténtially lower érade pdin}v;;erages of the community cellege stu-
dents are the basis for more persons on probation,,dropped, and withdrawn, in
comparison mith the other two grdups, resulting in a lower q'tention'ratio for
tne community college group w;en’cpmpared with the four-year college gréup
There is also. an observable difference between grade point averages of the

s

four~year transfers and the continuous Jun:ors which may help egplain the dif-

Dafa for those students who re- enrolled for tht fall 1974 semester are

ference in retention ratios here, too.

shown in Table | (contlnued). The th|rd semester grade point average continued
to increasq‘over‘the.second‘semester G.P.A. for the community colTege transfers
(.10), but the four-year transfers and the native students expesienced only a
very slight increase in mean grade point average (approximately .Ohl from‘the
second semester to the third. -The difference between pre-trihsfer or lower
division G.P.A. and the mean third térm G.P.A. was -233 for the community college
transfers, -.02 for the four-year transfer group, and +.06 for the continuous
juniors. The community.college group continued to attain the lowest, retention
ratio at, .72 while the_fonr:year college groud'had a .77 ratio and the continuous
juniors .88, These data are presented inATable.Jffcontinued) and illustrgted

tn Figure 2. -0 7 o ' ) ’

Fourth Semester: Progress

bata for the 542 community college transfers, 745 “four- year transfers,

and 2,367 native student re- enrollments for sprlng, *1975 are showﬁ in Table 1.

—

'
‘




* , The fourth semester mean G.P.A.'s for all groups continued the upward
movement started in the second semester (see Flgure ). There wereﬁlncreases
over the third semester mean G.P.A. of .13,}.092 and .02 for the com n@ti
college transfers, the four-year transfers, -and tpe native students resoectively.
The native students now iurpassed their f{rst semester junior year G.P.A. by C
1‘, ) .14 while the four-year college transfers surpassed their mean pre-transfer
: G.P.A.by .13. THe community college transfers were still below their mean
pre-transfer G,P.A., but only by..l3 this semester? )

The mean transfer or lower division G.P.A. of students who re-enrolled in
each group continued to rise above lower divfsion or pre~-transfen G.P.A:~of the
total 1973 fafl population (+.08, + Oh ano +.08 for the pre<transfer or lower
division G.P. A fer the community coile%g transfers, four-year transfers, ahd
e :natuve students respectively (see Table 1). ‘ -

‘ —The retention ratios continued to decline with tne lowest agaim being the
_community college transfers (.67). The,four-year transfers retention ratio .
was .$9 with the natuve students achieving the highest retention ratuo of .85.°
‘(see Figure 2). These rankings remained the same thfoughout the four semesters.
The difference between thd third ¥nd fourth sémester retentior? ratios was -.05
. for the tommunity college. transfers -.04 for thé four-year transfers, and -.05
. for the native students. Thé& difference between the first and fourth semester®
‘xetention‘ratios‘iere -.25 for community college transfers, -.20 for fourryear:
transfers, and -4 for native students (see Tabte !). L v

The native group had the hjghest graduation ratio with .73 followed by
the four-year transfer group with .41 and the community college group.with .37
(see Figure 2)."The graduation ratio is defined as the cumulative number of

11, 1973 transfer students

graduations within @ group divided by the nu
’ -

within that group. ~ ~

3t

Fifth Semester Progress BOT

. I

Data for the <269 communnty college ;ransfers, 353 four-year transfers
, ahd 441 native-student re-enrcliments ‘for fall, 1976 are showr in Table I.
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)"rThe fifth semester mean G.P.A.'s for all three groups declined. The native

_a .19 decline while the four-year group suffered a .11 drop. gAs before, the A

.. tention ratio for the communlty college transfers .ta .69 and for the native stu- - .

Academic .Progress and Status Three Years After Transfer

20

student group exhibited the greatest’ decllne as their fifth semester mean G.P.A.

fell from 4.19 to 3.87, dowm by .32. :The eommunuty college group experrenced

community college mean G.P.A. was below both of the other groups; but for' the 3 *
first time (excluding pre-transfer;mean'G.P.A.'s), the native student mean G.P.A.
was lewer (by .14) than the four-year trahsfers (see Figure 1).

The mean ‘transfer 6.P.A.'s of all three groups also declined in the fifth
semester. The native student group exhiblted the greatest decline’from the ‘ c
fourth semester with a drop of .30. The community college transfers dropped’.i4
and the four-year transfe;s.experienced a mean transfer G.P.A. drop of .05 (see
Table ). One logical explanatnon of this |s that students with lower pre- ‘
trgnsfér and lower division G.P.A.'s requured more semesters to graduate either 3’
because they repeated courses, -took’ fewer hours per semester or had more pre-
requisites to make up before graduation. It could also be that these students
may havelprEViously been on' probation and'might have taken less difficult courses,
regardless of curriculum requirements, in order to return to. clear'status, thus
delaying the courses which are difficult until later ¢n thelr program.

ﬂThe communvty college transfers and native students‘reversed theur decllnung

-

retention ratios with gauns of .03 and .02 respectively. This brought the re-

dents to .85. The retEntuon ratuo for the four year transfers remalned constant
at .71 (see Table l and Figure 2). This change in the decline |n the retention
ratio ecould be the result of fewer students leaving the university on cleer or
probation in the fifth sehester Of 36l-community college and four-yearltransfers

L

that left on clear or probation during the first five semesters of th‘s study
only 25 (7%) did in the fﬁFﬁh semester (see Table ¥ and Ande(son Resea?ch
Memorandum 7§:§4/Z§Ble ). . ; e ‘ - ’

\

R
Y

This study demonstrates that communuty and junior college transfers experienced
a suﬁ;;aﬁflel drop'ln G.P.A. during their first semester after transfer, gradually -

v
. .

Iy - .
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recover to a level more.nearry_equivaleht to their pre-transfes G.P.A. in the
N T 'fourth semester, and then drop off again in'the fifth semester with not much
change coming in the sjxth. ThlS same trend for the -first four semesters was
- observed fof the fall, 972 and fall, l97l ‘commun,ity college groups as well -
There is no previous data with which to gg;pare the declines «in the fifth and
sixth semesters in order to identify whethe{ this i an expected occurrence or -
. 'whether it is a chance Occurrence. Figure 1 illustrates this early recovery
py tne community college group. It also illustrates- that, even though native
students‘acﬁrewe a higher mean d P.A. in the fourth semester than their lower
dlesvon G.P. A., they, along with community college transfers, achieve fifth " °
and sixth semester dpr.A.'s lower than their pre- transfer or lower leISlOﬂ )
’ mean G.P.A. The four- -year group was the only group to achieve a fifth or sixth
semester mean @.P.A. above their pre-transfer G.P.A. It is al interesting
, that the group with the highest pre-transfer mean G.P.A., the tyo-year transfers:
“had the lowest'fiftb and;sixtn semester mean G.P.A.'s, while th group with the -
Tiowest pre-transfer Tean G.P.A., the four- ~year gvoup, ha? the highest fifth and
\ sixth gemester mean ,G.P.A.'s, Natlvg students, who began with the medlan‘pre-
transfér‘or lower dévision mean G.P.A., achieved the median fifth and sixth

semester mean G.P.K.'s. They had, however, the highest mean G.P.A. throughout

K3

the\({:st four semesters. ? ’ ’
fSummary data presented in Table | for the three groups,shows the propor-
tion of each gnoup in seven academlc status categories six semesters after trans-,

‘_réFT) The I72 community college transfer students ‘who re-enrolled for the sixth

’

semester achieved a mean G.P.A. of 3.80, .16 lower than that Yroup's mean fourth

aterm'University of 111inois G.P.A. and .28 lower than that group‘s. mean transfer
G.P.A. R ' . C
>
P ]]Ernest F. Anderson, "Comparison of Transfer and Native Studenﬁ Progress‘?
at the University. of lllinois at Urbana- Champalgn " 1972-73 Academic Year, - .
University 0ffice of School and College Relations, Unuver5|ty of I1linois at
Urbana- Champalgn Research Memorandum 75-14, December, 1975.

.

o7 lzErnest F. Anderson, ''Comparison of Transfer and Native Student Progress
) at the.University of I1Lindis at Urbana-Champaign,' 1971-72 Academic Year, /
Un|ver5|ty 0ffice of School and College Relations, University of Fllinois'at, }
Urbana-Champaign, Research Memorandum 74-9, June, ]97# « .
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. Of the original communlty cpll%ge group 59 Eg#cent had gradu%ted 7 perf f:
cent were on clear, 'l percent .was on probation, 9 Bgrcent were drppped -and .
did not re- enroll, 7 percent !pthdrew and never réturned 12 percent left/pn
clear status and never returned, and 5 pércent left én probatlon and did not
return. A total ] 548 of the orlgnnal 817 fall, 1973 communlty col1ege group.
were‘gradpated or completed the sprung,fl976 term on clear or probatlonary
status resulting in a retenta tio af .67. . ,
The four-year college g::::‘zonsi%ted-of 253 students enrolled for the
sixth‘semesper This group achiéved a lsixth semester mean G.P.A. of k.05, .04
higher than their mean transfer G.P.A. and .07 lower than their fourth term *
G,P.A. Of the original four-year college group, 62 percent had gfaduated 7
percent were on. clear, | percent was on probation, 4 percent were dropped, 7;
percent withd;gw, 16 percent left on cléar status, and '3 -percent left on proba-

tion. A totaf of 782°0of the original 13{36 fall, 1973 four-year college transfers

were graduated or completed the spring, 1976 term on’ cleaf ‘or probat@giry status
. . ~N

o

resulting in a retention ratio of .69. ‘ 7 ’ F4 L
‘ . . s ,
~ There were 203 native juniors who re-enrolled for the siith semester.’ The!‘
achieved a fean G.P.A. of 3.89, .04 lower than their, mean lower divisjon G.P.A,

and .38 lower than the fourth semester mean\G.P.A. for natives.. At the end’ of |

on clear status, less than l percentﬁ&as on prohation, 4 percent were dropp‘d

the mative juniors' sixth semester; 83 perceS: had graduated, 2 percent were
and h percent w;thdrew ‘Data on the sg tus OR native juniors who chose to

leave between semesters (on clear or peoh t|on) was not avawlable from the basic
source documen®s. . C \

A total of 2 996 gf the orlgunal 3,542 falf 1973 continudus juniors were

) graduated or Gompleted the sprlng, 1976 term on ¢&lear or probatuonary status,

resulting in a reten"BL,Oﬂ ratio of .85. ‘ '
The percentages ofwsﬁadents oh probatlon after %nx semesters was very -
low with both the communlty collqge group and the four-3 year group recording |

percent whlle there was lees~than 1 percent of the native group on probatlon

> 1
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Nine percent of the community college group’ were drdpped while onlTy 4 percent

were dropped pf both the four-year and the native groups. Four percent of the ’

contlnuous Junlors withdrew while 7 percent of both the fouf’year and natlve

L

groupsowltharew during the course of these SIX stmesters. Twelve percent “of
the community college group-and 16 percent of the four-year group left on clear
status. Five percent of the community.college group and 3 percent of the four-

. There is no récorded exp]anation of

-

year group left on p|‘>a\ionary,status.

why these students- left, the campus-

S

ratio was highest for the‘native'juniqrs (.85), with little

\

The retention

-

difference between
(.67).
the University of llllnols at Urbana- Champalgn as a beglnnln;\freShngi and

the four-year group (. 69)* and the cogmunity college group
It may be assumed that by’ the Junlor year, a student who enrolled at

contlnued for two years would be more llkeé/,to continue for two more ye-rs

is new to the
p 4

than a transfer student who nvironment and . -may have only one

¥4 +

semester of college credit. ,

- .
The ‘transfer group from the feur-year institutions.achieved a sixth semester
mean G.P.A.

.16 higher than the continuous juniors, yet their retention ratio
was. 16 percent lower. The community college group ,had a retention 'ratio only

Y percentolower than the four-year group but 18 percent lower than the natlve .
L3

‘group (see Flgures 1 and 2)
However, the retentlon ratio reported for the- patives is slightly hlghe"
than the actual retention because of the |nclu5|on of a few students:- who graduated
5 dents

Airnet

number of graduates from the data sburce used for th|s study for the native -

"in prevnous semesters and contjnued bn as undergraduates, thus a few.

in thls group were counted twice, lt was not feasnble tQ determlne t

. 9LoppP- v - )
- Comparlﬁin by SubJect Area’ . o . . ! . ¢ ,
- - . Pata on transf} and native student G.P.A.'s achieved at the Unlve,rslty ‘of
. f1tinois in eath of 12- 5ubJect areas for the-1973-7k, lq]h 75, and l975 -76
¢ '\\‘Hapademtc years are presented in Table 4. :”, P : o
& -
. ’ N ; . s N .
“ ! } 3 . . -‘. ) ‘ ) \
_ lt '».‘ » '4’ ) .
" . '2,.., Y § o . - - R
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ce . t Ramk brder?nggof the threejgroups by ;ubject area G.P.A. shows that the
community callege transfers ac eved a lower mean G.P.A. in |1 of the 12 areas
. than either tke four-year cdllege transfers or native juniors during the first
semester. The native juniors achiéved the highest G.P.A. in every subject area -
exceﬁt education. The four-yeaF'college transfers ranked highest in education
,.and tied 'with the pative j:niors in the foreign languages subject area. b}f— e

ferences between the_four-year college transfers and the natives in most subject

s,

. * areas are small. . o '
' oL 'Similax analyses foy the Zecond and third semeEteHE show that‘ﬁhe communi ty.

‘ college transfers received the lowest mean G P:A. im 11 and 9 aréas respec- .
e K t|vely The natlve Junlor group achleved the highest G.P.A. tn all \2 areas ,
the “¥econd semester ard 10 of 12 gubject ;areas during the third semester. The
four-year —college group tied f9r the highest in" the areas of*Epgltish and fereign
T%anguages'in the\secend.semester and achieve&ﬁthe highest ranking in English |

for the thiqd semester. The community college group ranked highest in home

LN

econdmics the third semester. o
- -In the fourth semester tbe'commﬁnity college transfers ranked third in-all
subJect areas, .exceptygusiness and commerce, foreign languages, agriculture,

and art andlarchltecture In no area did this group rank first. The four4xear

G 'college transfers achieved the hogh?st G.P.A. in 3 of 12 areas: business

.

. - and commerce English, and socnal sclences The natlve group ranked first i '

all areas except the saklal scnences and English. : v v

1

“‘*There were considerable changes in the rankings in the foth and sixth

! 4
.. . semésters.- In the previous 4 semesters the continuous juniors ranked first in

. ' the "all courses” average followed by.the four-year group who ranked secqﬁd anc
. the communlty college transfers who ranked third. In the last two—semesters ]
'the four-year transfers ranked first followed by the contlnuous Junlors.éroup
. who,/ranked second, “and.the community college  group who agann ranked a close

thing. = : . '

\‘) . ‘_ : 28 ‘y . . ,
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TABLE 4 ' oo

- ComparisonMsfar,and Native Student =~

* g Academi chievement by Subject Area )

) o Umveriu(y of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

v Fall 1973 Group
. . > .

— —
7 <

B3 _3,,

.-

Two-Year ‘College Four-Year College  Continuous Junlq'l's

~_ . Tragsfers Transfers ‘ (Nat ives)
Subject Area Mean GPA Rank ° Mean GPA  Rank Mean GPA Rank
. (1) - - (2) (3) (4) °  (5) - (6) (7)
, . s
Fall, 1973 (1st Sem.) T \ . ’ -
Biological Sciences \ 3.55  (3) 3782 (2) 5,00 (1)
Business & Commerce 3.49°  (3) 3.80 - (2) 3.89° (1)
English 3.98 (3) L.ok (2) 4.12 (1)
. Foreign Languages 3.78 (3) 4, ol (1) 404 ()
Mathematics _ 3.1 7 (3) 3.56 (2) 3.82 (m
Physical Sciences . 3.26.  (3) 3..149 - (2) ™ 3.86 (r)
Socialb Sciences 3,62 (3) 3.98 (2) L. 06 (M)
Agriculture 3.65  (3) 3.80 (2) k.02 (1)
Engineering %3.77 (3) » 3.90 - (2) ) (V)
Art & Architecture ’3.95 (2) __/3\.8’/ v (3) 4.07 (1
™ "0 % Education - b2z (3) g 7 kis0 . (1) h.hs o (2)
. Hoge Economics 3.88 (3) L.o7 (2) 4,08 (1)
All Courses - 3.58  (3) .86 () 4,02 (1)
Spring, 1974 (2nd Sem.) .\-" , T
Biological Sciences - — 3.57 (3) 3.97 " (2 4130 (1)
Business & Commerce - 3.62 (3) .3.95 (2) 3.97 ()
English - ' - 3.97 (3) o 4.2y, (1) b 21 (1)
Foreign Language T3.81 (3). N ( 4,13 () .
" Mathematics Y 322 (3) 3.77 2 3.8) () -
- Physical Sciences 3.4 (3) 3.73 (2) 4.00 (1)
Soc¢ial Sciehces . 3.75 {3) 4.03 (2) 4.19 (n -
Agriculture S 3.94 (2) 3.93 (3) 4. 1o (1)
Engineering 3.81 (3) \3.91 (2) k.12 (1).
Art & Architecture 4.065, (3) 4.1 (2) 4,20 (1)
-, Education ' < 4,36 .42 ,(2%. 4,53 (1)
Home Economics - 3.86 \‘(3 3.90 (2 4.13 (1)
A1l Courses . o373 . (3) 4.00 (2). 413 (n
. L Y - e
_ 29 . ‘
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. J « © (TABLE 4 (cont.)’ |
9)»' \ \, Comparison of Transfer and Native Student - \ o
' Academic Achievement by Subject Area
. University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign L
- <t Fall 1973 Group .. - '
/ ‘ ) Lo " . _ 2 ‘ \
‘ Two-Year C&llegé JFour-Year College  Continuous Juniors

- . . Transfers Transfers . (Natives)

Subject Area ) Mean GPA Rank Mean GPA  Pan® - Mean GPA Rank % .
ay . : (2) - .(3) - . (5 & ) () v

- . Fall, 1974 (3rd Sem.) e N ' "
“Biological Sciences 3.73  (3) 3.2 (%) % 403 (1)
Business & Lommerce - 3.68 (3) 3.90, t(2) 3.99 (M)
English ’\ k.000 (3) 4,18 (1) L.16 (2)
Foreign tanguages 3.95 (2) 3.85 (3) 4,22 (1)

Mathematics 3719 +(3) 3.73 (2) 3.79 (1)
Physical Sciences' 3.64y  (3) - 3.76 (2) 3.99 (m
. Social Sciences 3.91 (3) L.07 “{2) L.16 (1)
Agriculture 4.00 (3) 4,04 (2) b7 o (1)
Engineering v 3.96 © (3) L.os5 (2) - L8 (1)
Art & Architecture 3.84  (3)° 4,09 - (2)- haz. (n)
Education ‘ , b.e2  (2) .62 (2) bk (1)
Home Economics b7 (1) 4.8l (3) . h.is , (2) |

. All Courses 3.83 (3) L. 03 (2) L.v7 (1}

/ Sprihg, 1975 (L'th Sem.) / ' o ’ ° '

Biological Sgiences 3.67 (3) 3.97 2) . L4.o7 (1)
Busifess & Commerce 3.79% . (2) 3.96 (1) . 3.96 (1)

. English | 3.90 - (3) L, 26 (1) Laz o (2)
Foreign Languages 4,05 (2) L.os (2) 4.36 (M)
Mathematics, ° .3.44 (3) 3.72 (2) 3.86 .(1)
“Physical S?c‘es 3.63  (3) 37 (2) Loz (1)

. Social Scierfes 3.96 ' (3) 4,19 (1) 4,16 (2).

. Agriculture - 4,02 (2) 3.96 (3) 4,18 (1)
Engineering ., 3.98 (3) 4.o8 (2) | 518 ]

- Art & Architecture 4.10 €2) 4.0k, (3) L RPN
.Education . 4.59% (3) S b.70 (2) - 4.73 (1)
- Home .Economics s b1l (3) "h.h9 (2) h.21 o, (g
C o oo :
All Courses . & ) 3.96 T3) cbha2 (2) ~ b.19 (1)

j L]
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D TABLE 4 (Cont.) .. -
] M e . - - - hd
4' . Comparison of Transfer and Native Student ..
\\ ‘ Academic Achievement by Subject Area %
‘ Unfversity of tllinois at Urbana- Champalgn .
) Fall 1973 Group . % .
R / 1 o 2
—_ . —
‘ >

Two-Year College Four~Year College
Transfers Transfers

Continuous Juniors,

*(Nat ives)

' Subject Area ~ Mean GPA Rank Mean GPA 'Rank Mean GPA Rank- -
() @ .3 W () () {7)

" Fall, 1975 (5th Sem.) ) e
‘Bioldgical .Sciences 3.8 (3) 3T (1) 3.75 (2)
‘Business & Commerce 3.72 (1) 3.68 (2) « 3.52- (3)
‘English 3.82 . (3) k.29 (1 - .07, (2)
Foreign Languages + 4,00 (3) 4;38 () - 4.29  (2)
‘Mathematics -2.86  (3) 3.14 (2) "3.42 - (1)

~ ‘ .Physncal Sciences 23,100 (3) 3.76 (1) 3.72 ﬂZ) 3

. Social Sciences - 3.85  (2) 3.98 (N-.- -3.73 -(3)
Agriculture ’// 3.327  (3) k.06 (2)- b.23 . (1)
Engineering 3.84 * (2) L.10 (ll\ 3:84 - -(2)

. Art & Architecture C b0 () "3.98 (2) $3.98  (2)
Education - L. 67 :(2) ’ }.69 (1) . 4.69 .. (1)

' Home Economics 4.10 ﬂl) . 1700 (2) .-3.25 (})

All Courses © 380 (3) | L0 DT W SN e

’ SEring$j1976 (6th Sem.) o ' o,
Biological Sciences 3.66 (3) 3.93 (1) 3.73 (29

. Busines$ & Commercé 3.61 . (2) 3.77 (1) 3.57. +(3) -
English 3,83 //;3% 3.99 (2) . Cho2 (1)

- Poreign Languages 3.50 (3) h.35 - (1) b.07  (2) T
Mathematics . . . 2.87  (3) 3.50° (1) 2.97- .(2) i
Physical Sciences 3.53  .(3) 3.58 (2) - 3.85 (1)
Soctal Sciences 3.57 - (2) .03 (1) 3.57 (D)~
Agriculture 3.75 (3) 4.19 (1) - 3.98 (2)° ,

. Engineering 3.87 (2) 4L.13 (1) - ©3.8% ,(2) :
Art & Architecture L.og  -(1) 3.99 (3) _ohoeb L (2)
. "Education 4.81 (1) 4.73 (2) . b.70  (3)
- Home Economics 3.67 (2) 3.95 (1)‘\ 3.45 (3)
-All Coueses 3.2 (3) hoi (1) 3.82  (2) .
/_U'H T T @ B \ L]
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i ‘There were ‘no discernible patterns in the fifth semester as the four year .

transfers ranked ‘first in 7 subJect areas, second in 5 subject areas, and newer

’
The contunuous juniors ranked first in 3 subJect areas, second

/M//ranked-thard.

in 6.subject areas .and thlrd in. 3 subject areas. The communtty co}fege transfers

perfdrmed the poorest as they'fanked first in 3 subJect areas, second in 3 sub-

\..

) "

in the sixth semester the four- year

and thlrd

. N
‘.‘Ject areas, and third in 6 subject areas.

¢ transfers ranked first ln 8 subJect areas, second in 3 subject areas,
, .

in 1 subJect area. . The oontlnuous Junlors group ranked first in 2 5ubJect areas,

and third in 3 sqgject areas. Again the community

/

‘second .ing7 subJect areas,

o v college .groyp performed the poprest as they ranked f|rst in 2 subJect areas,
second in & subJect areas, and third |n 6 subject areas. ' ~
. The community college transfers achleved their best ranklng in the subJect

5

areas of art and archltecture (fcrst for sowio semesters, second for twd semesters, -
/"
and th¥rd fof two semesters) and home economlcs (first for two semesters and

second for 1 semester) They performed the poorest in the subject areas of

blplogycah~ cience, English, mathematics, and physikcal science (a11 with third

. .rahkings all six semesters) . THey also ‘franked th{rd for all 5|x semesters in
o “;ﬁé. mall courses' averageg n
SR The four- year transfers performed best yﬁ/fhe subJect areas of Englxsh

§f|rst for fout ‘gemesters, second for one semester, third for one semester)

. ’ and social sclence (first for three semesters, second .

ﬁor three semesté?a)

They performed worst ir art and architecture (second for three semesters, “third

. for three semesters)

agriculture (flrst %Yor one semester, second for three

- semedters, th¥rd for three semesters)

*

for agrlcufture)

. ’ \Performan e for the natsve Junlors was thes best

and home~economics (same as the rankings
14

in mathematics (first for

five semesters, secoﬁdf\or one semester) And agriculture (same rankings s

v mathematics).

They ranked lowest in hom

.economics (first for three semesters,

N e

. .second Sfor one semester, thigd for 'two emesters), social science (ffrst for -

. A . . I
three !!mesters, second for two semesters, third for one semester), and busi-

‘. ness and commerce (first for four semesters, third for two semesters).

* \ . c, . 4 3 .
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The numbers bf transfecs

H‘ratlos for-each of the lll|n0|s communlty and JUﬂlQr collegd&

grade pount averages flnal academlc status

and retentlo

- .

which sent flve & more transfer students to the University of Illinois at

Urbana Champalgn for the. 1973 fall semester are preéented in Table 5.

g The number of students who |n|t|ally entered for the 1973, fall ﬂemester,I
apd the group's mean\pre transfer’G.P.A. (based on all courses attempted At
all previous |nst;tut|ons), are pre§ented in €olumns 2 and 3 respectlvely.'
Column 4 shows the mean furst semester Unlversnty of I1linois gfrade point
average. Cotumns 5 through 4 ‘show the number of students who re-enrolled and.

the G.P.A. they achleved over the next-five semesters. Comparlson of the First
.and second term G. P/A by |nst|tut|on'shows that 21 of the 39 college sub-
gEQups achieved a mean seécond term G.P.A. hlgher than their first 'terqg G.P.A., °
25 of the instltutional'Sub;ngSps achieved a higher third. term average than

the second, Five of the 39
institutional 5ub-groups with students enrolled in the fifth:semester achieved

a hlgher flfth term G.P.A.

and 26 a higher.fourth term average than third.

than fourth while 11 of the 35 institutional sub-
s'groups wuth students enrolled in the snxth semester achleved a higher snxth

term G.P.A. than fifth. S

Comparuson of pre transfer and sixth semester mean G P A.'s shows that
9 of 35 college sub-groups with students enrolled in the S|xth semester achjieved
(for

The remaining 26 college sub- groups dnd not

a sixth semester mean G.P.A. higher than their mean pre- transfer G P A.
the original entering groups).
recover to the level of their meap- pre-transfer G.P.A. of .the 1973 fall trans-
fers from that college (see also Appendixes A- F7?

It is clear from these data that a considerable uarujgcé still ex1sts in

-

This is true despitle.the recovery trend in G.P.A. in thé second third, and

the achnevement af}ir transfer among groups from dgffetﬁét communlty colleges.
fourth semesters followed by a drop in the f:fth with llttle change in the

sixth semester.. jThere is no evidence presented in this study mhich explains

. . i 3
the source bf observed institutionak differences or differences which may exist

S X
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%




i

‘ e s SN o ‘- s ) : : —
. 4 TABLE § ' ) . . .
4 - Summary of Community, Coilege Transfer Student Progress by Institution of last Attendance“ . " LI . .
* ' ) University of !1itnois at Urbana-Champaign . _ Sl CoLe
L : . Fall, -1973 Grdup .- .ot *
. - . 3 ) - . Ji . .
No. A ] . ‘. , - ] 7 [} : . f
.t Fall ‘Pre-  rean - ~ : ' y _ Yy -
1973 Tfans- st ) , Nurbe- Re-enculied and GPA . Acaderic Status after Sixth Semester
' College Trans- fer, Sem 2nd Sem_,3rd Sem “Lih Sem  5¢n Sem. 6th Sem. - Grad Clear Pro = Dropped H/D{ Clear . Pro Retention
« 'Code Yers ' GPA GPA Ko  GFA No' <GPA No. 'GPA No. GPA No. +Gon, c 32 No. % No. 3% No. % No. 2 No. Ratio
©_m Y () (5) ®is) 7 ol (9 (9, (102 (1308077 (5 (6) (12)418) (19)(20) (21){22) (23)(2i) ('25)(26) \zmzsf (25)
o K h » N - -« p
o1 - 18 3.98 3.80 415 375 12 "353 7 3.48 .6 3.62 7 3.68 5 28 4 22 O 0o 1 6 0 0 8 4 0 0 .50 P
02 30 5.2 3.8+ 26 3.65 15 3.88 19 3.64 9 3.85 4 4.27 15 50 2 7,0 0 4 13 2 7 3 10 & 13 .57
03 ‘.25 418 3.72 21 4.09 18 409 17 4.39 7 3.99 3 438 17 63 1 b 0. 0 3 2 0 p 4 16 .0 0 .72
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. o - 1 v - ———

Y N N . - .




.

Af'
|

r and this may account for some of 'the dlfferences

" raték and college 13 had a wnthdrawal rate of l9npercent.
‘coliig

. %i

betw&en students who enter the various subject areas. However, 46revious studies
of transfer. students from communnty colleges demonstrate: the varlance in the
atademlc abilities of the students transferrlng from |nd|v1dua§ Junlor colleges

This study does not control

for those differen@es nor present data which show that they_actuwally-exist for P
these groups. '
-

The retention rates for each of the communlty colleges with ‘five or more R
transfers are presented in cobumn 29 of Jable 5. Five of the 39 |nst|tut|9ns

~show retention rates of .80 or -abouve after six semestgrs. Eighteen colleges

have retention rates less than .66, or two-thirds of their ‘transfers retained’
or graduated.

Thre

Seven colleges have retentnon rates of .50 ar less,

gcolleges seem to have a dlsporportlonately high percentage of stu-

.

dent§ dropped as shown in Column 22. Forty percent of .the studepts from the

and 3%
and_Q5)

J ad 20 percent or more of their students dropped for academlc reasons. “Withdrawal

coIlege goed 17 were drapped;-38 percent from college 10 were dropped

percent from ‘co'llege -33 were dTopped * Four other: col}eges (32, , 2h,

rates also demonstrate the same pattern, Colfege 10 had & 25 percent withdrawal

However, all of these

exteptm;o}Ygoes 13, 30, and 32) have 8 or fewer‘tranéferé, and the,
high proportion y be* caused by the small sub-sample size for those institutions.

-

These data demonstrate that the academic achievement and retention rafes -

- o~ “ 7

for I1linops community colleges with five or more tran§fers are satrsfacotry as
a group Twenty-dne of the 39 flllnous-lnstltutlons have retention rates ‘of
66 or higher, and 16 &f the colleges have retention rates equal to or higher "

than .69, found for all four-year college transfers. Two.of the, community col-

.85 retention' rate for

‘. " .-.’ )
. . -l

leges have retentlon ratios equal to or hlgher than the

native students.

Dnscussnon and lnterpretatnon

The findings of thns study can be vuewed in a positive or negdtive way,

depending upon the orientation of the reader. To'the commurtity e¢ollege reader,

. N —
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the study demonstrates that two- thlrds of the communlty college transfers are
. '~ successful after transfer as measured by graduation or)contlnuatlon rates at
this uhiversity. The community college transfers achieve, on the average
- slughtly less than the 'B'' level during théir fourth-semes;er and the 'Q‘!' level -
durung their fifth and sixth semesters‘ Thé decrease in the flfth semester
G.P A for the COmTunlty college group shduld be discounted somewhat since atl
r three groups decréased with the nat+ive group. losing the most ground . Several
-~ N hypotheses explalnlng this fall were presented earl|er in the report Since-
' these students, as a group, entered college wnth‘lower high school achievement
and lower scores on standardized entrance examlnatlons community college pro-
. ponents would view the results of thlS study as conclusive evndence‘of the suc-
‘cess of those institutions in prepar;ng baccalaureate oriented studgnts for
successful university perforhancé.
- The university or foar-year ‘college oriented reader who views the univer-
sity's purpose to educate the best qualifieg youth or leadership rJ?es in the
technicah and professional occupations may conclude from these data that pre-
. «ference should be givend to transfer students from four-year colleges and univer- _
- . . sities over transfers from community colleges or that‘tﬁansfers from some in-
stitutions should receive preference over transfers from those institutions -
with less than average success récords They could’point to the higher mean
G.P.A s and hlgher retentlon rat|os by four-year colleges over communlty colleges
and some communlty colleges over others. However, {hspectlon of the individual
- ’ student data demonstrates that the '‘best quallfled“,students who are successful
at the unlverSlty come from both community colleges”and four -year colleges
Therefore, the, basis- for select|on should be the quallty of the |nd|V|dual stu-
dent rather than .the |nst|tut|on or the type or level of |nst|tut|on prevnously
attended by the transfer student.
- The researcher a. communlty college proponent® fully institutionalized into
a major research oruented land-grant university, evaluates,;bese data both

. positively and pegatnvely Ideally, community.college transfers wnth equivalent

/ R ’
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pre-transfer G.P. A ‘s would peftorm after transfer.at the same léver as they -
did at the commUnlty or junior coilege Hopefully,'they would achieve at the
unJver§|{; and graduate in propbrtlons equal i% equivalent groups who attended
other institutions. Hawever, that was nob found tq be true for thdis group of
communlty or four-year col?ege transfers We need to find out why it is not "
'true and attempt to set up experlmental program§ to discover if it is possibleJ
to achieve the ideal and if not, why not. ) o -

Positively, community college transfers perform very satlsfactoruly as_a
group when compared with beginning freshmen. Only 74 (9%). of the communlty )
college transfers were dropped for academic reasons durung the six semesters

_covered by this study and another 37 (5%) left while on probation. This means

that only about 14 percent of thesé junior college transfers left theunivérsity
o

because of demonstrated. academic difficulty. This is a good riqord for_a group

of students which has 25 percent from the lower half of their high schedl. gradua-

tion class, 44 percent from “the upper quarter and 3] percent from the second P

v,

quarter 3 These students achieved at about a ''C+" .58) level immediately
a after transfer and near ‘the "B level (3.96) during the fourth sqﬁester after
thlch they achleved the*''B-'" level (3.80) during the sixth semester. Despute’
= this drop in the last two semesters, this is an achievement.record which com-
munity‘col]ege transfers, their previous institutions, and the uﬁiuersity can
| point~to with a sense of accomplishment. '
Data presented in this study demonstrate that the university‘system,of

“universal access' to higher edD‘;tion is provﬁding opportunities for many

t

Ld . .
persons to begip their baccalaureate programs in ''open door' €ommunity and

junior colleges ang'transfer to'the more selective universities and success-
. fully perform in competition with nativés and transfemp from Iilimois and

Ty e . . ’ . -
“non-l1linois publlz and p{ivate colleges and universities.

L3

|3Anderson and Riehl, Characteristics of Undergraduate Transfer Students,
University of t1ljnois at Urbana Champaign, Falg, 1973, University Office of
School and College Relations, Res&arch Memorandum 74- 7, April, 1974
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Summary of Findings N ’

Tbe data presented in .this study support the follo%ing tonclusions: .
b ComTunsty college transfers enter with pre-transfer grade pount aver-

ages approximately equuvalent to the lower lelslon university ‘drade point

averages oflnatlve )unlors, while fod"year college transfers- 3 r with slightly

A

lowef grade pount averages _than either of the two groups. ' v o

. 2. Communlty college transfers experlencg a first Semestéi drop of .54
in G P. A below their pre- tranéfer G.P.A., whereas four-year transfers and
natlves experience a .13 and .03 drop belod the|r pre-transfer”G.P.A. However,
this Ioss in G. P A. is grea:ly r9c0vered ey the end of the f semester.

3. ln the flfth semester akl three groups‘ mean G.P.A.'s dropped. The
native group suffered tbe greatesf drop (-.32), fol lowed gy t community col-
lege group (-.19) and the four-y&ar group (-,11). There was only mild change
for all three Yroups' mean G.P.A.'s in the sixth semester. ‘ ..

4. Retention of two-year and four-year college transfer groups is approxi-
mately equal for the-first semester at .92 and .93 respectively while..97 ?f ‘
the native-group were retained. . ) - \

5. Community college transfers. experience more acadanﬂfcﬁfficulty after
transfer than four-year college transfers or natives as measured by drop rates
and the number. of students who left on’ probation. K R

6. The community. college transfed(grouB‘perforTed at neally the “Bf
level during the fourth gemester at the university-which is slightly less than
the pre-transfer G.P.A. for that groop. .Durin;'the fiftL and-sixth semesters
they performed at the '""B-'" level.’ ] e

7. Natlve Junlors ‘have higher retention rates than four-year college

. transfers or communlty college transfers. Approxnmately 83 percent of the-

natives, 71 percent of the four-year college transfers and 66 percent of the
junior gollege trapsfers had graduated, or continued on clear or probation at
the end of four semesters. It is important to note that these retention ratios-
were alhost 10 percent less than the retention ratios for the fall 1972 groups.
Between the fourth and sixth semester, changes in the retention rat|os were

quite 'small. By the sixth semester approximately 85 percent of thg natfves,

=
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9’percent ofﬂthe four-year d‘Tﬁege transfers and 67 percentiof the communlty

college transfers had graduated or were continuing on clear oﬁ probationary

status ‘ , i LS \¥ s
8. Native juniors also have hlgher graduatlon rates than ¥our- year col-
lege transferstor communlty college transfers. Approxnmately 73 percent of the
natlves, 37 percent of the community college“transfers, and n percent of the
four-year transfers had graduated by the end of. the fourth ’emester By the _ ;

end of the. slxth semester 83 percent of the natives, .61 percent of the four year

_ transfers, and 59 pefcent of the communlty college transfers had gsaduated

The change in the graduation ratio between the fourth and sixth semesters
were small for the natives’ (+. IOL‘ but were mare s|gn|f|cant,for the four- year
transfers (+. 20), and thé community col.legesgroup (+ 22) ' ‘

8. Communlty college transfers have hlgher academlc p50bat|on and drop
rates than four-year college transfecs and four year college transfers have

+

hlgher probatlon rates than natives. . , '
10. Community college transfers consistently achieved lower G.P.A.'s"than
four*year college transfers ‘and nat|ves in the 12 subJect ‘areas studied through-

out the f|rst four semesters

‘ the best in almost all subJect areas. In thy{fth and sixth semesters “the

2

four-year transfers performed better as a whole than .the natlves, although they C e

ranked first in slightly more thHan 50 percent of the subject areas’ Tie com-
ﬁ;

Further Intefpretation —_ e -

munity. college group agdin ripked 18west.
* }

“

The findings and conclusjons presented in this stddy need to be interpreted
in the context of the environmént _{n whlch the research was” conducted and evaluated
and in relation the d{fferentlal proposgs of the types of |nst|tut|ons repre-
sented by students in the study "One purposé of communlty coliegeg is to prepare
baccalaureate- orlented students for sucqifsful transfer to four- year colleges N
and universities. ﬁqr completion of bachelor's degrees: Community colleges are .

_“open door“ lnstgtdtlons ohlrgated to admlt all studentsnwho are minimally
. N . . R ’

'
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e
‘ & v . . .

In the first four semesgers theﬂﬁat:ves performed -
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o havestudents enrol led in baccalaureate-oriented courses and programs who are .-

‘ \?o’ﬁ/ege students enrolled in baccalaureate~ orlented progratis, ¥

. This knowledge about the purposes of the insti'tutioms and acadentic ,char- ‘ \

a basi's for the followlng |-nt_erpretat|0ns,of'the findings. - -, 1Y g
. . »
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guadlfled.to complete ene of their. programs. This means that Tommunity colleges

pigh-academic achievers with ® high probability for Succe'ﬁ‘_gin a bachelor's 6@,
degree program as well as studénts wnth average and bel'ow avérage academlc "

achlevement with lower probabullty of achieving - Success in a trans er program,

ss from this populatlon of cemmunlty collegg students, that the transfers to®* . .

Umve'l'stty of |lllI’)O'IS at Urbanpa- Champangnyselect themselves to apply for - >

transfer and then are selected for admlsslon i-n competltlon with transfers from covo ]

four- year 'lleges and umversltles "- . . '.:“ - k’
_The “or prupose of the undergraduate colleges”the University of I1linods:

|s'to provide the general education¥ mchnlcal and professional knowledge, and ’

skllls needed to fil leadershlp«roles in 50cnety at the bachelor®s degree ‘

-, level and to preépare students for successful completion "of graduate programs. o :\
The University of 11Tinois at Urbana- Champalgn admits the “best qualified" .- '
stbeglnnmg freshmen and transfer; in each of its colleges’and currlcula tor, ( .
"seach admls.sloxfperled Data/l’or the present and recent .beglpnlng. freshman ¢ { ‘

classes show that the average beglnnlng freshman student graduated at about
the 85th pecmlle of hls or her hlgh school graduatlng class and had an ACT N )
composlte score of about 26 L whuch makes fhe* natlve student populatlon a very W
hlghly quallfled group when compar&‘lth the popula,tlon of co.munlty and’ Junlor

o The four- yea{_ colleges and universitWes from whlch the Universiity recenves .
e tfaﬁsfer studénts have dwen’nt pprpos_es, but it is known that the tpans’fers
_.frbm those |nst|tut|ons to the Unlvers*g' of ‘Tllmons have hsgh school ranks .-

s

150 e

v and college entrance scores very, similar to t'hose.,of natlve students. ‘

acternstlcs of the three groups of students mcluded in this study provides -

-of Sch&l apd College Relamions, University of IllanIs at Urbana- Champalgn,
* Researgh Memorandum 74-=14, November, l971+
]

[} -~
. . N [
; Slrlermers-, op.cit., March, 1972. ‘
op.ctt . ,
D . ' . N . . . f .
F 4.1 M
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The commun;ty and Junlor colleges provtde an opportunlty for many " students
. to enter* the Unlver5|ty 5 undergraduate programs ‘as transfer studen'ts*who v%uld

[}

not have been ;admitted under the more co@tltlve beglmlng freshmen reduure- '
- ment The conmunlty colleges provide accéss or opportunlty for mahy students +
to obtain admission and complete bachelor's degree programs whlch would "’ not
have been open/to’ them ~follownng gfaduation from high school. Two-thirds of
‘these gbtudents are successful at thé university as measured by reteqtlon for
X semesters after transfer.” The ''success rate™ is about two percent, ‘less than
rfor tinsfers from fou.r*year colleges and: approxlmately 18 percent Tess than for
native juniors who have already success‘fully compléted two years at the Unlver-‘

sity. ' N e .

The finding tihat native four ?éar co"llege transfer étudents acjneve
higher G,P.A.3s than comumty ollhgs transfers maya be- |nt7rp ted by some
to mean that those two ngups are more quallfled at graduation. The writer
knows of no\e\yldence which supports that conql‘h,smn whén evaluated in relation

: to the purposes @ the lnstl‘gutnonr Unn%tles do not normally &valuate
thejr graduates with 4.12, grade. jpdnt averages as superior to graduates wugh
3. 96 G. P. A's. There’fore the writer flnds no evidence thaf the difference in
comrnunrty cotlege-and four year g)llege and ‘native G.,%’ A 's J“tlfileﬁ a con-

§
. ‘college trAnsfers, T‘hese data demonstr e that ty hlgher educatlon syst’em

v

. clusmn that natlve and four yeat coll’eia transfers are’ supemor/to conmuntty

in lllanIS-lS suffluently open to perm|t~ students who enteL' the sysSe:n ‘at
varlous types of colleges and perforln 5uccessfully- to earn a bachelon s dévee
at the- maJor reséarch orlented unlverS|ty in Illmons
+
.‘ Voo ' 4
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_ N : APPENDIX A o ~ -
Number | Grade Peint Average, and Academic Status of FaH 1973 Jumor College Transfer Studepts
by institution of Lastj\ttendance '
o i Fall Semester 1973 ‘
e N o *
®, Number - \ -~ o
- FalfF 1973 Mean Pr Mean | Drop in Academic Status? . Reten-
College . Transfer Transfer First Term Mean Grad ~Clear Pro Dropped With tion
s Code Students GPA (1973) GPA GPA No. % No. % No. % No. % _No. 3 Ratio3
(1) - (2) -, (3) (4) (5) L6 1), (8) () o)1y (123013  (QHas) -6y
01 ; 18 3.98 3.80 , -18° 0 0 17 9k 0 0 0 0 16 94
T 02 30 b, 21 3.58 .63 0 0, %0 66 6 20 2 7 2 7. .87
03 R T 4,18 3.72 46 0 0 * 20 80 3 12 ' 2 81 0 0 .92
oL 9 b,16 3.53 .63 0 0 7 78 2 22 0 0 0 o 1.00
05 5- 4,17 2.96 1.21 0 'o 2 ho , 3 60 0 -0 0 0 - 1.00
06 17 . b2 o 3,01 1L, 0 0 5 29 8 47 2 12 2 12- .76
07 14 4,03 3.61 b2, 0 0 8- 57 5 3 . "0 0 17 .93
08 - 24 4,1k _3.84® .30 2 0.0 19 79 - 5 21 0 0 0 "0 . 1.00
09 6 3.83 3.17 .66 0, 0 5 83 1Ay .00 0°=0 .00
10 8 4,07 3419 .88 o?.o\ 4 50 2 25 2 25 . 0 .0. .75
N 5-, 435 . T 366 - 68 .0 0 5 100 0 P 0. 0 0 0. 1.00
120 .8 90 S 3,76 S .k 0 0 7 88 112 0 0 .0 0. 1.00
13 'y bois ' 3,43 .72 0 0 13 81 i 6 -0 0 2 3 .88 - -
1k "9 b9 Y 3067 52 0 0- .7 78 2. 22 0- 0 0 0 1.00q
15 34 A4.03 4 3.68 . .35 c 0 27, 79 5 15 0 o . 2.6 | .9
16 1137 b ,,“ ,3 59 ° .52 0 0 69 61 27 24 . 5 4 12 1 -85
. 97 5 3.89 ., " 127 0 0 J 20 360 4 20 0. 0 .30
T8 33 3.88 .30 0" 0 27 82 ‘6 18 0 0 0 0 -1.00
%19 "39 . 3.90‘ ¢ 52 .38 0 0 3179 , 6 15, 0 0 + 2 6 iP5
20 3w u.z& 6A .62 0 0 I 84 .8 0 O ] 8 .92
21 27, , 3.98 3. 76/\ 22 .0 0 24 89 3 1. 0O 0 ° 0 0+ 1.00
22 e 3.9 3.58 W37 00 7 6h 436 0 O 0 0 1.00
23 18- b, ~ 3.497 157 .0 0 13 72 “3 017 6+ 1 .5 .89
2 5 . uz B W% 31 \ 55 ° 0- 0 4 .80 1 20 0 0 0 07 1.00
25 10 . - WAy .t 3,677 74 0 0 8 80 2 20 0 O 0. 0 1.00
. 1 - ‘1, " ;\" {\g" ' ) ' < '
Community colleges with five@or. mdbre transfers in the group. X
4 o zPercents are 'Eased on the number of transfer students enrolled 'In the 1973 fall term (Col. 2) o

clear or probatlonary‘status.

EKc3Retention Ratip: “The proportign of total fall 1973 group which has been graduated or co’»pleted the fourth term on

£5
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* *Less than 'l percent,
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APPENDIX A (Cont. )

< Npmber,‘ Grade Point Average, and Academiq Sfatus of Fall,

[}

1973 Juniox Col!ege Transfer Students

by Institution of Last Attendance . ,

“',' . - S 1 Fall Semester 1373 o
Number » = .

. Fall f973 Mcan Ppe- Mean ., Drop In Academic Status? Reten-
College Transfer Transfer First Term Mean Grad Clear " Pro Dropped With  tion
Code Students GPA (1973): GPA’ GPA No., % No. % No. % No. % No. % Ratio3
() (2 - _(3) ) . ) 6 TN (00D (203 Qs (e
26 .57 4.06 3.49 .57 0 o0 br 72 14 2k 12 12 .96
27 . 25 411 3.72 . .39 0 0 20 80 'l 'f/ 0 O 174 .96
28 Lo 3.98 3.58 4o 0 0 " 35 87 3 o1 3 13 .95
29. 6. S 4,22 +.01 0 0" 6100 0.0 0.0 ‘0 0 1.00
30 20 4:08 3.67 R 0 0 16 8 , 3 15 15 0" 0 4 .95
31 37 4,25 3.72 . .53 o p .-29 78 ° .6 16 ~ 1 3 to3 .95
327 7 13 3.89 3.14 .75 0 -0 8 62 3 23 2 5 0 0 “.85
33 .6/ 4,15 . 2.85 . 1.30 0 0 73 50 @ 0 2 33 117 .50
"34 8 - Lok 3.717 27 0 0 6 75 1o 112 0o o .c8
35 11 L.06 3.42 .64 0o 0. 7 6 32 [ 0 o0 .91
36 - ®3 4,09 3.4 ' 68 0 0 10 77 I8 1 8 17, 85
37 24 4,22 < 3.63 — .59 0 © 20 84 2 8 14 14 .92
38 34 4.1 3.70 L 0 0 30 88 4 12 0 0 0 0 1.00
39 21 4,02 3.59 43 0 0 16 76 3014 0 0 2 10 .00
Al g . : . i
Jr. Cof. ¥N7 k.09 . 3.58° .51 0 0 608 74 147 19 27, 3 7 3 4 .92
ALY < _— . . ) ‘ '
Yr. Tr. 1136 3.99 . 3.86 13 3+ '"949 8 107 9 27 2 50 4 .93
Al . N . -
Conty . .
Jrs. 3542 7 4,05 4,02 03 0 0 3257 92 165 5 61 2 _ 53 T .97

2percents-are based on the number of transfer students enrolled
' 3Retention Ratle:
clear or probationary status, -

4 ./ '

. .
[ . N ¢ b o«

.t lCommun:ty colleges with five or more transfefs in the group.

»

-

In the 1973 fall term-(Cal. 2).

o

]
,

-
* »
[YIN

The proportion of total fall 1973 group Wthh has been graduated or completed the fourth term on

47 =
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N APPENDIX B _

Number, | Grade Point Average, and Academic’ Status of.Fall, 1973 Junior College Transfer Students
. S University of 1ilinois, at Urbana Champasgn

s i Spring Semester 1974

~ - £ 3

Number Number Re-  Mean °~ : Incr_eaée )

Fall 1973 Enrolled * Pre- Second ~ Drop in Mean Academic Status? Reten-
College Transfer fof Spring Transfer Term In Mean  GPA Over Grad Clear Pro Dropped With tion
Code Students 197 ~ GPA GPA ‘GPA First Term No ¢ No. % No. % No. _% ' No % Ratio3

() ()" (3) T (W) (5) . _(6) (7 8)(9) (0) (1) (+2)(13) (14)(15), (16)(17) _(18)

0l . w8 15 3.96
02 30. 26 3.98
03 25" ] 4,25
o4 " il .8 . 4,12
05 3 4,53

Joé CY N7
07 ) 4,00
08 ° . 2 4,14
09 .~ 3.80
10 7 ) 4,05

.75 .21 . 05 0 12 80 . 20 0 0 .83
.65 .33 .17 0 20 76 12 3 12 .77
.09 .16 377 0 17, 81 5 2 9 ‘ .72
- 0
0

£ w

.66 L6 .13 .67 75 13 ) .78
.49 .04 +.53 N 33 .67 .0 0 . .60

‘ o
(VN WS}

.69 A <68 73 18
84 16 .23 . 73
. 7h 4o 10 87
.08 72 . --.09 67
.25 .80 .06 ¢ 50

.38 .00 .72 100
.20° +.29 by 87
53 .77 .10 77
.56 .63 L1 89
.76 27 12 84

1’ ; .38
12 ", ) 3.91
13 . .30
14° : g
15 Y 3hy .03

(UNTR NI US I i g (VS US I UN L UN R WNY

61, 54 02 72
31 7 269 " .69 50
62 .68 .ok 67
66 .38 Y 77
.96 .36 .32 100

16 - - 113 - o .15,

17 5 .00 .S
18 33, . .30

19 39 35 .ot

20 | 13 .32

(VN VL R VS VS VN |

62 .36 4 -.1k4 74
.86 .09 T8 9l
67 b .18 .93
.86 . .49 .. .05 i 60

.62 .80 -, 05 3 89

21 . 27 .98 -
22 = 1 .95
23 18 - ~ .08
24 5 .35
25 10 h 42

LVS IS I UN N UN I WN I

lcommunity colleges with five or more transfers in the group. )
2pcademic'Status: The percentages are based on the Qumber of students enrolled in spring, 1974 term {Col. 3).
3Retention: Ratio: The proportlon of total fall 1973 gﬁup .which has, been graduated or completed Eje term on

, rlear or p;robationary status.
LS . s . . . L4 /

\
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Y APPENDIX B (Cont.)
and Academic’ Status of Fall, 1373 Junior College

Numbar,l Grade Point_ Average,
' Un|vers1ty ofdllidois at Urbana Champaign

h

Ents

Transfer Stu

. g‘\ . ~ A Spring Semester 1974 / ' ..
. "Q‘ Y _
Nuhger Number Re-  Mean ‘ increase * )
Fall 1973 Enrolled Pre- _ Seccnd Drop in Mean “Academic Status? Reten-
Collége Transfer  for Spring Transfer Term in‘Mean .GPA Over Grad - Clear Pro Dropped With ™~ tion
Code  Students 1974 GPA GPA GPA First Term No. % 2 No. % No. % No. % Ratio3
(M “(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (IO)(ll) (12) (13) (s)rQs) ey (8)
26 57 52 4. 07 3,63 Luk Nk 12 36 917 510 4 8 o
27 - 25 24 4,37 413 .24 N3 .0 0 21 88 2- 8 1. 4 0 0 .92
28 Lo 37 3.98 -3.69 .29 L 0 0 30 81 5 14 2 5 0 o0 .88
- 29 6 6 Lo 3.97 b -.25 0 0 6100. 0 O 0 0 0. 0 1.00
30 20 18 Cb.o7 3.61 46 -.06 .00 10.56 4 22 2 11 2711 .70
3l - 37 35 4. 28 3.83 .45 1 00 28 8 2 6 5 14 -0 0 .8
32 13 10 4,11 3.71 4o .57 0 0 8 80 110 1 10 o 0 .69 %
33 6. 3 L. 34 3.94 —4o 1.09 0 0 3 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 - .50
3y 8 8 L.,o4 3.78 .26 .01 0 0 7 88 0 0 1 12 0 0 .88
35 11 11 4,06 3.66 ) .24 1 9 5 46 L 36 1 9 o 0 .91,
. ’ ‘ ) . '
36 Y3 .10 4,07 3.97 .10 .56 0.0 10100 o 0o 0 0 o 0™ .77
37 24 22 h.%S 3.75 .50 A2 0o 0 .19 86 2,9 i 5 0 o .88
38 34 33 4,15 4,02 3 .32 0 0 28 85 L T2 00 0 1° 3 .94
.39 21 .19 . 4.0z 3.41 .61 -.18 0 0 12.63 6 32 0 0 1 .5 .86
ALl Jr. ~ ! ] i
Col. 817 724 L4 3.73 R 15 4 7557 77 ,25 13 46, 7 22. 3 .89
All 4= . .
Yr: Col.1136 996 4ol - koo .ol b b1 4 84k 35 61 6 29 3 21 2 .84
All Cop. , ’ .
Jrs.  35i2 3374 4,08 413 +.05 V- 233 7 2928 87 127 4 ko1 w6 T .93
lCommumty colleges with five or more transfers in the’ group
2Academic Status: The percentages are based on the number of students enrolled in spring, l97& term (Col. 3).
Retention Ratio: The proportlon of total fall 1973 group which has been‘graguated or completed the tern on
clear or probationary status. .
*Less than | percent. -
<
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« » APPENDIX C .. . -
nd Academic Status of Fall, 1973 Junior College Transfer
by Institut®n of Last Attendance

University of I1linois at Urbana-Champaign

Fall Semester 1974

,‘ Grade Point Avsrage, a Students

. Number

>

Mean,

Number Re- Mean Drop Increase

\ ~ Fall 1973 enrolled Pre- Third in in Mean ) ) Academic Status? Reten-
\»Wﬁﬁflege Transfer for Fall Transfer Term  Mean GPA Over Grad Clear Pro Dropped With tion
Code Students, 1974 ‘ %P? ?P? %PA Second Term No. % No. % Noj % No. 2 No. % . Ratio3
1 2) L) (5) (6 _ (D 8)(9) @mo)(11) (12) (13) () (15) (16) (0 18) °°
' (? “() (3) 45, ) (8)( -)( ) { (ﬁ)( (15) (1e)(17) _(18)
0! 18 12 3.99 3.59 .o -.16 00 11 92 0 0 18 0 0 .61
02 30 19 3.98 3,88 A0 .23 0 O 14 74 5 26 0 0" 0 0 1.63
" 03 225 18 4,22 4,09 .13 00 0 0 17 94 16 0 0, 0 O L 72
ok <9 V6 418 Y3.62 .56 -.08 » 0 0 6100 O O O O 0 O .67 -
. 05 .t .5 1. 4 4,33 3.31 1.02 -.18 00 375 0 0 125 0 0 .60
06 17 10 . L, 24 3.72 - .48 .03 OFN.S 80 1 fo 1¢ 10 0 0 .53
07 L 10 4,35  3.77 .58-.7" ~-.07 o 0Y9 90 1 10 0 0 0 O 71
08 24 21 b,22  -3.83 .39 .09 0o 0 295 o 0o 1. 50 © .83
09 - 6 75 < 3,86 . 3.41 .45 .33 0 0 3% 60 1 20 ~ 1 20 0 0 .67
10 8).i . 5 4,09 ;«3.21 .88 - .04 0 © 1 20 1 20 "1 20 2 4o » .25
. n .5 5 — 4,38  3.96 .2l -.42 o0 5100 O0-0 0O O 0 O 1.00
e 12 8 5 ¢ 3,78 L0l +.23 ~-.19, 0 -0 5100 .0 O 0 O 0 0 .63
Sk 16 1 L.26  3.90 .36 37 - 19 873 1 9 0 0 1 9 .63
4 -9 8 L.n 3.89 W22 33 0 © 7. 88 ol 12 0 0 0 -0 . .89,
15 34 28 h.oob  3.83 .21 &Q 1 3 248 311 0 0 0 0 .8;
.16 13 b s ka7 030760 L) .15 23 54 73 10 13 3 .4 5 7 =59
17 - 5 '3 . L. 3.75 .36 T 0 O 1 33 2 67 0o 0 .0 0’ .60
18 33/ 25 - 4,23  3.68 .55 .06 ——2"8 21 8 2 8 0 0 0 O .79
19 39 - 29* be0g . 3,81 .28 s / o0 0 2793 227 0 0 0 0 7
720 13 ‘ 10 4,32 3.80 .52 -.16 0 © ‘9 90 1 10 0o 0- 0 70 .77
1These data only show junior colleges - with five or more transfer students in the group. -~ . ¢
2Academic statds: ~The percentages are based on number 6f)students enrolled in fal-l, 1974 term (Col. 3).
GRetent{on ratio: The proportion of total fall 1973 group whigh has been graduatéd or completed the term on clear’
or probationary status. . " - . ;
. . - { -
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; APPEN ¢ (Cont.) : !
Number,J'Grade Po:ng Average, and* Academic S!EEUS of Fall,,l973 Junior” College Transfer “Students
by* lnstltutlon f Last Attendance . ° .
UntverSJEy df lllanIS at Urbana=-Champaign
.. - Fatl Semester 1974 1

v P

‘Mean¢~"Mean~
Pre-ég‘(Thivd
Transfér Term

GPA _GPA
(5) (5)

Lncrease
in ¥ in Med® ,

Mean . GPA Over ’
GPA, Second Term

(6) 1)

Number  Rumberf Re- Drop - -
. Fall®l973. enr led

Transfer for Fall
., Students 1974

-(2) 3)

', Reten--

tion’

Ratio3"
(18) =

, Academnc Statu52 .
Clear Pro Dropped , With
No. % No. % No. % No. K %
(10)(11) (12)(13) (lh)(IS) (16) (17)

Graa .
No. %
..8) (9)

Col]ege
~ Code

N1
02»9:
.39
-.27
51

.08
.21
15
.23
.27

22
10

+.07
+.26

90
70
87
60
100

A5 0 .78

1 . 0 - 291
) . . .78
T L60

.70 "

.27
)
-48
5.6 /5

10 ‘7

~ —
~ N

d
1
]o
0
0

W AlD ~J WV O

.:rww.xr.:r
—'\.nkD—'O
£

$
hl

65 -
.88
.80
167,
.70

. 82

J?
(o]

A
57
. .25
) Lo-
6
20

@3

—'b
v \o

‘w.lrww\.;
+
N
\a)

%oo\o\:
- £

.78 -

.69

.50
.88
.13

>.33
A7
49
.23
.48

£ o
& oy o—
o —\ut oo
oL L.
W=\ -
£\ o O\

b
.30 .
.20
Wil

.69
7907
.82
.76

- 01
.19
JH
A7 0

> .
Wy
1 O \O WO
o — - oo

: %; -

33

by
- OO
(V)

.P07 :

. Yr. ‘Col 1136, o3 o2 03 725" 8 7

All %35'%

S Jrs.
- .

50 6,
3665r2/2w|8m 83

VR

47 +.06 & -.07. 93.

JoRN
/\“TheSe data only
« . 2Academic status:

o'"etention Ratio:

‘[:R\!:r probat#onary status,

show junlor colleges with five or more transfer stﬂdents in the group
The percentages are baped -on number of studefft’s ehroT&ed In fall

The proportron~of total fall l973 group which has been graduate
R

1y

ﬁ;

7& term (€ol” 3)
completed the term on leav
. A 4

"y o 5553,




- ’ . : ' ' APPENDIX D °

" Number,] Grade Pount Average, and Academic Status of Fall, 1973 Junior Colleyé Transfcrs * , 3
. - by Institution of Last Attendancc ,
- 'y University of J1linois at Urbana-Champaign .
. N o ) / . $pring Semestet 1975
.(l/—\ /‘\\.\_ B N i _
’ Number Nurber Re- Mean Mean Drop Increase
* Fall 1973 rolled Pre-= ~ Fourth in in Mean Academic Status2 Reten-
College Transfer for ring Tra#sfer Term Mean GPA Over “Grad Clear Pro Dropped Wnth _tion s
Code Stadents 197§ GPA GPR GPA Third Term No. % No. % l\:p ¢ No. % ‘%o "Rati ’
1) . (2) (4) (5) - (6)-. (@M (8) (9)- (10)(11) (r2)(13) (i4)(15) (’16_“7 - (18)
ol 18 -7 3.95 3.48 47 -M . 229 b 57 1 14 0 0 0 -0 .39
.02 30 19 3.98 3.64 L34 .-24 o 10 53 9 47 0 o0 0, 0O 0 0 .63
03 25 17 b, 2k 4,39 +.15 .30 © 10 59 7 41 0 0 0 0 0 "0 .63
Ok 9 R 4,32 3.79 .53 A7 . 0 0 5 100 0 0 o 0 0 .56
" OS .5 =3 4,51 3.56 .95 .15 - 0 0 3100 0 0 0 0 #0 0 60 .-
. 06 . 17 10 25 3.46'y 78 *. 26 " . 550 L Lo 1 10 0 0 0 O .59 >
tQ7 14 . 9 8a- 3.98 W21 . 4 Ly 5 56 0 0 0 0 C 0 .64
08 ‘214 - 3 19 3 3.92- .31 .09 12 63 6 32 ‘] 5 0 0 0 0 ) .79 \
£ 09 4 21 k.07 ™15 .66 2 50 2 50 0 0o 0 O 0 0 .67
10 8 ] 4,32 2.93 1.39 -.28‘ 0 90 "1 100 0 0 0 0 0 .0 13
‘ 8 5 ) 5 C4,38 0 43 .25 .17 - '3 60 2 4 "0 0 0 0 © 0 1.00%
2= 8. 4 3.77 3.95 *18  -.06 2 50 2 5 0 0 0 0 0f 0O .50.
kD 6. ~ 8 L2 3,70 .42 -.20 675 P13 1 12 .0 o OS 0 .56 5
1y - 9 7 L. ok 4,00. .04 1 . b 57 343 0 0 0 0 0 0 .78
15 < 34 25 4,09 3.87 .22 ~0b 15 60 9 36 I 4 ~O 0 0" 0 .76 )
» 6 13 63 408 3.90 .28 .1k 357 21 33 46 0 0 2 L. .57
s 17 5 3 b 3.3 .76 -.ho 2 67 o 0 1 33 0 0 0 0 .60
13 33 20 h,29. . 3.96 .33 .28 6 30 b 70 0 0 0 .0 0 o .70
.19 39 25 4,11 3.92 .19 1 ‘ 13 52 10 4o 27 8 0 0 0 0 .64
L Y0 13 o ¢ whe w5 26 28 L Lo 5 60 0 0 0 0O C 0 .77
; 21 27 22 3.88 o7 +1F ol 1 9 ' 5 1 5 ¢ 0 .78
) 227 1 - g 3.79 -~ 4,00 +.21 «.15 o 6’86 1 14 0 0 0 0 -0 O .82
23 18 14 s« 4,09 3.67 .42 -.30 7 50 . 7 50 0 ¢~ 0 0 o o- .78
o ¥ 5, } L52' k36 g 77 0 2507 1 9% 1 95 0 0 o 0 .80
. 25 1o 7 g bksh k0 Wb -.03 » 343 457 0 0 0 0 0.0 -.70
. pe . “ N R ) '
Mhese data onl(y show junior colleges with five or more transfer students in the group. . )
} 2pcademic Status:- The _percentages are based on the nu[nber of students enrolled In spring 1975 term (Col. 3).
r o 'mtentroﬁ Ratio: The proport:on of ‘total fall 1973 group which has been graduated or completed tha term on clear®
]:KC or probationary status. - B . "o ¥ .
¢+ i ’ 4 < . " N .3 ., . . 4} 57
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, ) R ) APPENDIX D (quit.)
* " Nungber,‘ Grade Point AVeragé,Yand Acadcmic Status of Fall, 1973 Junlor Col lege Transfcrs ) *
h -~ by Institution of Last Attendance
C <. Umversntv of 11ljnois at Urbana-Champaign : : . .
" . ‘e . . Sprmg Semester 1975 ' '
p— - = ~ : L - , z\l{;
© Number Number Re= .. Mean ° Mean,  Brop .Increase = ° y oL -
_ Fall 1973 enrolled -, Pre- Fourth ig, - in Mcan . Academtc Status? Reten-
College Trapsfer for Spring Transfer Term Mean GPA Over Grad Clear Pro Dropped With tion
Code Students 1975 GPA GPA- | 'GPA  Third Term - No, ‘% No. % No. %. No.. % No, % Ratio3
(1 (23~ (3) (B (5) 46) (7h (8)(9) (10)(11) (12)(13) (&) (1s) (16) (1 (18)
26 <§/ .32 1408 ; 3.9’8' ) 27 16 50 13 41 2 60 0 1 .58
27 25 ' 23 4,38 " 4,18 .20 ¢ .26’ - .19 82 2 9 2 9 "0 0 0 0 92
28 40 30" ~3.96 3.97 +.01 - .13 186011 37 I 3 0 0 0°'0N\.7
29 6. L - 3.97, 4,73 +.76 .53 ) 379 0 0. 0 O o 0 125 .50
30 200 ih - 4.08 3.95 13 07 » 7 7&0 6 43 1 7 6 o070 O .70
31 37 28 4.36 406 .20 o 18 6 § 29 2 7* 0 0 0~ 0" ,78
v 32 13 9 4.08 3,93 .15 <05 4 us 3 33 2 22 0 0 0 0. .63
© 33, 6 3 4,33. - 3.92 .41 '¢I7 .33 2 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 :50
34 ‘8 . 6 L.26 4,39 +.13 w,;'.38 . 2'33 } 67 0 © o 0 0 O .75
350 o, 4 4.26 4,018 .25 .83 125 3 75 0 0 0 0 0e0 .31
‘ . / . - . . R . ;
36 13 10 Lop . 3.86 .21 =12 6 60 2 20 .V 10 ¢ o 1 1o .69
- 37 24 19 |, L.23 L.oo .23 .06 " 9 48 g8 42 1 5.1 5 0 C .75
. 38 34 i 25J ERE 3.96 .15 .05 1552 /13 4 -0 0, 0 O 13 N yi )
, -39 2 13 4.00 3.50 .5¢  -.08 185 2 15 0 0 -0 0 0.0 .62, ®
ALT Jr, S - . ) : L ; o ' ‘
” Col. 817 542 4,17 3,96 .21 ¢ .13 , 29555, 213 39 26 5§ 2 7 g6 1o b5y
Al} 4= ° A ' e . ) - . e - . .
Yr.Col.1136 - 7Jh4s © 4,03 L,12 +.09 - .09 37751 346 47 16 2 3 \ 8y .6} -
'AlT Con. T e ,, ' LR . f
Jrs. 3542 T 2367 4,13 419 +.0 202 . 1992 84 - 3k 15 19 13 7 &l
L 3 * - i ’ IS
IThese dat® only.show junior colleges with five hrimore transfer students in the group. ' *
2pcademic¥tatus: The percentagés are based on thd nurbcér of students enrolled jn sprlnp 1975 term (Col. 3).
3Retention Ratio: - The proportion of total fal1 1993 group which has been graduafed or completed the term on
; clear or probationary status. ) - : ‘
h « B -,
kx{ess than 13. ’ - ) ) ' ' L - i ’
v . ‘ 1" » - - -
38 .' T . - 59
- 9. > 4 " L . .. 3 N
' ' ) ’ ’ , .- . &=
o
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. L - . L ‘ : .
° Graze Pcint Average and® Academic Status of Junior College Transfer Student: 5
> . ‘ R oy Instrtutine of Last Attendance . R
N ., ' N " whiversity of 111+hois at Urbana-Cna pa:qr - _
. - 5
- - . ‘ 3 N .
- wdan & Orop tncresse . ) i B t
- ] Mean = Sun, VA in ean e readenic Status .
College Trans Ter “ean L GPA Luer Grac . Llear _Pro “ Urop --L Feiention
Code LAY CPA GPA St Toem No Nor , K O ‘ o NG . Fatio
.~ NCE i3 15 ‘73 R CTY EIRRALY 213, thy C15) 16y 4] (e
. R . v - .
ol 18 . 6 =397 “3.62 35 Ak Y] 5 83 o3 c VIR L4k
’ 0z - 30 S 4.2 , -3 35 41 .21 50 3% 3 .33 . ¥ 3 O 63
03 25 7 4.83 333 13 - 4 5 229 R T I &5
04 9 6 L3l b 27 Loh T A 583 3 3 - PR S8 57
05 * 5 L 4 5 . 3.42 133 -1 A T 27 67 3 8 ¢ 2 0 3
1 - .. - 3
T 406 17 L5 L3 233 1.25 - 53 3 o b 33 < o P20 ] /BN 53
07 L4 5 L2 332 .29 - 06 1 7 Lo €7 o7 0 e o ¢ 71
- 08 / 24 7 413 457 06 . S 5007 2 2% Y ol o 9, s 0 79
09/ B 2 3 35 273 (IRE! -1 29 [ S S ¢ Ja t, 0 M 57
10 g - i 4 32 PR V) 107 Toee 0 b c G c o 13
' » . . )
: 1 5 ! 456 e 345 Vo - 68 I ST 8% o 0 30 53
v 2 3 2 1338 74 23 73 ° : 2 ot L 2000 0 9 50
L13 .16 - Z 333 62 . .3} - 28 1z s ‘I 55, LA | Tl 56
o, 9 2 422 95 27 - 55 RS 2 87, W o o S, .5 73
R 1 - EL H 3 34 3 44 53 - 43 3 Loo36 5 5 2 13 1 9 70
L) . .
e I A 3t 313 73 63 55 -.21 S i3 1, 45 73 S0 P33 51
- 17 . 5 : | 361 3743 12 08 L% P B R R S0 50
§,L 18 3 v 178 b 3.0 -3 L5 2t 3 5 3 18 o0 79 79
Lss 19 33 e 3 84 160 .0 24 -.32 5 36 (9 b S "¢ I 63
Yk 20 13 £ 47 41 57 55 o2 R A B o 9 1 77
W o . 353t 397 38 S R S - 6 55 . 5 0 A v0 78
22 “.}_H B I 9 358 467 13 67 LR 6 v, 0 o~ Vi) o 0 i
23 . 18 75 w38t 142 Le -.05 * L o37 229 90 50 74
R "2 458 373 23 - 57 2105 7000 TS 9 "¢ >0 85
) 25 ‘- 10 2 456 . 32 24 N Y] 2v 5 z 56 hI 4 g ? 503 7C
2 ° >7 2 R 15 23 -2 boogt EEREE R D ! L
.27 25 <, R ? /e &% - - 3l AR | z‘ *t ) . v b e b2
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